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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, October 7, 1985

The House met at 12 o'clock noon
and was called to order by the Speaker
pro tempore [Mr. WRIGHT].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid
before the House the following com-
munication from the Speaker:

WasHINGTON, DC,
October 3, 1985.

I hereby designate the Honorable Jim
WRIGHT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
Monday, October 7, 1985.

TrHoMAs P, O'NEILL, Jr.,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Ascribe to the Lord, O families of the
peoples, ascribe to the Lord glory and
strength!—Psalm 96:7.

We acknowledge, gracious God, that
we have been greatly blessed. As indi-
viduals and as a nation, we have re-
ceived the gifts of freedom and oppor-
tunity that have helped make our lives
satisfying. Encourage us never to
forget the wonderful blessings of our
heritage and may we ever remember to
begin each day with the spirit of
thanksgiving and end each day with
praise. In Your name, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of
the last day's proceedings and an-
nounces to the House his approval
thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1,
Journal stands approved.

rule I, the

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ment of the House to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2410)
“An Act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend the
programs under title VII of that Act.”

The message also announced that
the Senate had passed bills and joint
resolutions of the following titles, in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. 274. An act to provide for the national
security by allowing access to certain Feder-
al criminal history records;

5. 1264. An act to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities

Act of 1965, the Museum Services Act, and
the Arts and Artifacts Indemnity Act, to
extend the authorization of appropriations
for such acts, and for other purposes;

S.J. Res. 97. Joint resolution designating
the Study Center for Trauma and Emergen-
cy Medical Systems at the Maryland Insti-
tute for Emergency Medical Services Sys-
tems at the University of Maryland as the
National Study Center for Trauma and
Emergency Medical Systems;

S.J. Res. 150. Joint resolution to designate
the month of March 1986 as “National He-
mophilia Month"; and

S.J. Res. 174. Joint resolution to designate
November 18, 1985, as "Eugene Ormandy
Appreciation Day."

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
the day for the call of the Consent
Calendar. The Clerk will call the first
bill on the Consent Calendar.

JAMES A. WALSH U.S.
COURTHOUSE

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2698)
to designate the U.S. Courthouse in
Tucson, AZ, as the “James A. Walsh
United States Courthouse.”

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 2698

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF COURTHOUSE.

The building located at 55 East Broadway
in Tucson in the State of Arizona, common-
ly known as the United States Courthouse,
hereafter shall be known and designated as
the “James A. Walsh United States Court-
house"”.

SEC. 2. LEGAL REFERENCES TO COURTHOUSE.

Any reference in any law, regulation, doc-
ument, record, map, or other paper of the
United States to the courthouse referred to
in section 1 hereby is deemed to be a refer-
ence to the “James A, Walsh United States
Courthouse™.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, a good friend,
a good man, a good judge and one of the
kindest people I have ever known, James
Walsh, retires this September as a U.S. dis-
trict judge in Tucson.

It's been said of Judge Walsh that he is
everything a good judge ought to be, and
nothing that a judge shouldn’t be. That's a
pretty fair summation of the judge's char-
acter, but there is more to the story.

James Walsh was one of those adventur-
ous young men who left his home in Mas-
sachusetts in the late 1920's to head West.
With a law degree from Georgetown Uni-
versity, he doubtless could have a sterling
career with any number of fine old eastern
law offices.

But he settled in Mesa, AZ, instead; in
those days, a hot and dusty little town,
where he found his calling in a $25-a-week
law job that became the foundation of
James Walsh's Arizona roots.

In time, Walsh served as an assistant U.S.
attorney, and as a Maricopa County attor-
ney. In 1952, he became the last person to
be appointed to the Federal bench by Presi-
dent Truman. He has been there ever since.

I know James Walsh as an absolutely
tireless man, devoted not just to the me-
chanics of the law, but to the fairness of it.
Many a lawyer—indeed, many a judge—
will tell you that James Walsh set the
standard for them all.

Some folks out in Arizona will tell you
that James Walsh has a lot of gray matter
up there—and they don’t mean hair.

“He's a great judge,” said former U.S. at-
torney William C. Smitherman. “l can say
that without reservation.”

It is with some pride that I have intro-
duced legislation in this session of the Con-
gress to rename the Federal building in
Tucson in honor of this fine and humble
man.

I wish Judge Walsh all the very best that
he and his family seeks in the months and
years ahead. And I know I speak for all of
his friends when I say, not just thanks for
a job well done, but thanks for letting each
of us know you.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
rise in support of the bill H.R. 1483 which
would designate the U.S. courthouse in
Tucson, AZ, as the “James A. Walsh United
States Courthouse.”

Judge Walsh was a distinguished member
of the legal profession in Arizona for
nearly 50 years.

During that time, he held numerous
public positions at the local, State, and
Federal levels which culminated with his
appointment as the chief judge for the Dis-
trict of Arizona by President Truman in
1961.

Less recognized than his professional ac-
complishments, but far more important,
were the human qualities extolled by Judge
Walsh.

He valued hard work, human under-
standing, and devotion, and these virtues
became a powerful influence in the lives of
many people.

No books or other forms of publicity can
adequately portray Judge Walsh’s unselfish
dedication and service to the citizens of Ar-
izona and the Nation.

1 believe it is a fitting tribute that the
U.S. courthouse in Tucson be named in
honor of Judge James A. Walsh.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2698, a bill designating that
the U.S. courthouse in Tucson, AZ, be

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
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known as the “James A. Walsh United
States Courthouse.”

Mr. Speaker, James A. Walsh, born Sep-
tember 17, 1906, in Massachusetts, attended
St. Anselm’s College in Manchester, NH,
and received his law degree from George-
town University in 1928. He was admitted
to practice in the District of Columbia and
Arizona and opened a law office in Mesa in
1928 where he practiced until 1941.

Judge Walsh has proven himself a master
in the legal profession. He held a number
of public positions which included serving
as city attorney of Mesa, administrative as-
sistant to U.S. Senator Ernest McFarland,
assistant U.S. attorney, Maricopa County
attorney, and judge of the superior court in
Phoenix. In 1947, he left the bench to join
one of Arizona’s leading law firms, now
known as Snell & Wilmer. In 1951-52, he
was chief counsel to the Arizona Code
Commission which completely revised the
statutory law of Arizona.

In 1952, President Harry S. Truman ap-
pointed Judge Walsh to the U.S. district
court and he primarily sat in Tucson, AZ.
He was appointed chief judge for the Dis-
trict of Arizona in 1961 and served in that
capacity until 1973. Totally dedicated to the
field of law, he carried a full workload
until his retirement on September 1, 1981.

Less publicly noticed, but far more im-
portant than these formal accomplish-
ments, are the human qualities that have
enriched all those who have known him.
Judge Walsh is recognized throughout the
Federal judiciary as one of the finest trial
judges in the United States. He has set an
example for all Federal and State judges to
follow due to his calm, judicious tempera-
ment. His diligence and impartiality in car-
rying out the duties of his office have
earned him the respect of all who have ap-
peared in his court.

Countless lawyers, both in Arizona and
throughout the West, have learned from
him the high values to be placed on hard
work, thorough preparation, and the civil-
ity with which the work of lawyers and
judges should be conducted.

1t is fitting that the University of Arizona
recognize the rich lifetime of service of this
truly dedicated public servant by confer-
ring on him the honorary degree of doctor
of laws.

Judge Walsh dedicated his life to the law
and touched the lives of many young law-
yers. Honoring Judge James A. Walsh, by
naming the U.S. courthouse in Tucson, AZ,
as the “James A. Walsh United States
Courthouse” is most fitting and appropri-
ate.

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, H.R.
2698 would designate that the U.S. court-
house in Tucson, AZ, be known as the
“James A. Walsh United States Court-
house.” Briefly, Mr. Speaker, Judge Walsh
was appointed to the U.S. district court by
President Harry S. Truman in 1952 and sat
primarily in Tucson, AZ, since that date. In
1961, Judge Walsh became chief judge for
the District of Arizona and served in that
capacity until 1973. He continued to carry
a full workload until his retirement on Sep-
tember 1, 1981. No books or other forms of
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publicity extoll the virtues of this truly
modest and wise man who devoted his life
to the law. The example he has set of
human understanding and devotion to the
rule of the law has been a powerful influ-
ence in the lives of many people, and par-
ticularly in the lives of the young lawyers
he has touched. Mr. Speaker, naming this
building in Judge Walsh’'s honor is a
modest tribute in view of what he has given
to the Nation as a whole.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

LAKE SUPERIOR BAND OF CHIP-
PEWA INDIANS IN MINNESOTA
DISTRIBUTION OF JUDGMENT
FUNDS ACT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1903)
to provide for the use and distribution
of funds appropriated in satisfaction
of judgments awarded to members of
the Lake Superior Band of Chippewa
Indians who are members of the Min-
nesota Chippewa Tribe in dockets
numbered 18-S and 18-U before the
Indian Claims Commission, and for
other purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 1903

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Lake Supe-
rior Band of Chippewa Indians in Minneso-
ta Distribution of Judgment Funds Act".
SEC. 2. ABROGATION OF ANY PRIOR PLAN TO THE

EXTENT SUCH PLAN RELATED TO
MEMBERS OF THE LAKE SUPERIOR
BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS WHO
ARE MEMBERS OF THE MINNESOTA
CHIPPEWA TRIBE.

(a) PLAN FOR DISTRIBUTION FOR MEMBERS
oF BAND WHO ARE ENROLLED IN THE MINNE-
sota CHIPPEWA TRriBE.—Notwithstanding
the Act entitled “An Act to provide for the
use and distribution of funds appropriated
in satisfaction of certain judgments of the
Indian Claims Commission and the United
States Court of Claims, for other p
and approved October 19, 1973 (25 USC
1401 et seq.) or any plan prepared or regula-
tion promulgated by the Secretary of the
Interior (hereinafter in this Act referred to
as the “Secretary”) pursuant to such Act,
that portion of the judgment funds de-
scribed in subsection (b) which were award-
ed for the benefit of the members of Lake
Superior Band of Chippewa Indians who are
enrolled in the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe
shall be distributed and used in the manner
provided in this Act.

(b) JuncMeENT FUunDs DEFINED.—The judg-
ment funds referred to in subsection (a)
are—

(1) the funds consisting of—

{A) two-thirds of the amount appropriated
in satisfaction of judgment awarded the
Lake Superior and Mississippi Bands of
Chippewa Indians in Docket Numbered 18-S
before the Indian Claims Commission, and

(B) the amount appropriated in satisfac-
tion of judgment awarded the Lake Superi-
or Band of Chippewa Indians in Docket
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Numbered 18-U before the Indian Claims
Commission,

(other than funds appropriated for the pay-
ment of attorney fees or litigation expenses)
which are held in trust by the Secretary for
the use and benefit of such Bands of Chip-
pewa Indians, and

(2) the amount of any interest or invest-
ment income accured or accuring (on or
before any distribution by the Secretary
under this Act) on such funds.

SEC. 3. DIVISION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS
AMONG RESERVATION COMMUNITY
GROUPS.

(a) DivisioN AMONG RESERVATION CoMMU-
NITY GROUPS IN MINNESOTA.—The Secretary
shall divide the funds referred to in section
2(a) among the community groups of the
Lake Superior Band of Chippewa Indians
affiliated with the reservations in the State
of Minnesota which appear in the following
list by multiplying the amount described in
section 2(b) by the fraction appearing in the
list in connection with each such group:

(1) Fond du Lac Reservation, 1,346/8,437;

(2) Grand Portage Reservation, 387/8,437,

(3) Nett Lake Reservation (including Ver-
million Lake and Deer Creek (Bois Forte
Band)), 704/8,437; and

(4) White Earth Reservation, 148/8,437.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—

(1) 20 PERCENT DISTRIBUTED TO EACH COMMU-
NITY GROUP FOR USE AT THE GROUP LEVEL.—Of
the amount determined under subsection
(a) for each reservation community group
described in such subsection, 20 percent of
such amount shall be made available to the
appropriate governing body of such group
for expenditure for programs approved by
the Secretary.

(2) 80 PERCENT DISTRIBUTED PER CAPITA.—Of
the amount determined under subsection
(a) for each reservation community group
described in such subsection, 80 percent of
such amount shall be distributed in
amounts as equal as possible to enrolled
members of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe
who—

(A) are designated as members of the Lake
Superior Band of Chippewa Indians and are
affiliated with such group, and

(B) were born on or before the date of the
enactment of this Act and are living on such
date.

(3) PROCEDURES FOR PER CAPITA DISTRIBU-
TiION.—The amount determined under para-
graph (2) for each individual described in
such paragraph shall be paid or distributed
as follows:

(A) LIVING COMPETENT ADULTS.—If the indi-
vidual is a living competent adult, the
amount so determined shall be paid directly
to such individual.

(B) LIVING MINOR CHILDREN AND LEGALLY
INCOMPETENT ADULTS.—If the individual is a
living minor child or legally incompetent
adult, the amount so determined shall be
treated in the same manner as any trust
property of such individual is treated.

(C) DECEASED INDIVIDUALS.—If the individ-
ual is deceased at the time of distribution,
the amount so determined shall be treated
in the same manner as any trust property of
such individual would be treated if such in-
dividual died intestate.

(e) TAX TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS.—No
amount of any payment or distribution
under this section shall be included in gross
income of the payee or distributee for pur-
poses of any Federal or State income tax.
Payments or distributions may not be con-
sidered as income or resources or otherwise
used as the basis for denying or reducing—
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(1) any financial assistance or other bene-
fit to which any individual described in
paragraph (2), or the household of any indi-
vidual, is otherwise entitled, or for which
such individual or household is otherwise el-
igible, under the Social Security Act, or

(2) any other financial assistance, Federal
benefit, or benefit under any program part
or all of the funding for which is provided
by the Federal Government to which such
individual or household is otherwise entitled
or for which such individual or household is
otherwise eligible.

(d) Savings CrLause.—No provision of sec-
tion 2 or this section shall be construed as
affecting the use or distribution of any
funds described in section 2(b) which are
not subject to this section.

SEC. 4. MEMBERSHIP ROLLS REQUIRED TO BE
BROUGHT UP TO DATE.

Before the end of the -month period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act, the roll of members of the Lake Superi-
or Band of Chippewas who are members of
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe shall be
made current under procedures adopted by
such Tribe and approved by the Secretary.

With the following committee
amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert:

Secrion. 1. Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the funds appropriated for
the following Indian Claims Commission
judgments awards (less attorney fees and
litigation expense and plus all investment
income and interest accrued) shall be used
and distributed under this Act:

(1) Docket 18-S for the Chippewas of Lake
Superior;

(2) Docket 18-U for the Chippewas of
Lake Superior; and

(3) Dockets 18-C and 18-T funds appor-
tioned to the Lac Courte Oreilles Band of
the Lake Superior Bands of Chippewa Indi-
ans of the Lac Courte Oreilles Reservation
of Wisconsin, the Bad River Band of the
Lake Superior Tribe of Chippewa Indians of
the Bad River Reservation, the Sokaogon
Chippewa Community of the Mole Lake
Band of Chippewa Indians, and the St.
Croix Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin.

Skec. 2. (a) DivisioN oF Docker 18-S.—The
Secretary of the Interior shall divide the
amount for Docket 18-S with two-thirds of
the funds for the Chippewas of Lake Supe-
rior and one-third for the Chippewas of the
Mississippi.

(b) The respective shares of the Chippe-
was of Lake Superior in Docket 18-S shall
be divided as follows:

(1) Bad River Reservation, Wisconsin,
1259/8437;

(2) Lac du Flambeau Reservation, Wiscon-
sin, 832/8437,

(3) Lac Courte Oreilles Reservation, Wis-
consin, 1,691/8437,

(4) Sokaogon Chippewa Community (Mole
Lake Band), Wisconsin 187/843T,

(5) Red Cliff Reservation, Wisconsin, 645/
8437,

(6) St. Croix Reservation, Wisconsin, 299/
8437,

(7) Keweenaw Bay Indian Community
(L'Anse, Lac Vieux Desert, and Ontonagon
Bands), Michigan, 939/8437,

(8) Fond du Lac Reservation, Minnesota
1346/8437,

(9) Grand Portage Reservation, Minnesota
387/843T7,

(10} Nett Lake Reservation (including Ver-
million Lake and Deer Creek), Minnesota
704/8437; and
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(11) White Earth Reservation, Minnesota
148/8437.

Sec. 3. DivisioNn oF Docker 18-U.—The
Secretary shall divide the amount for
Docket 18-U funds among the reservations
or communities and in the same proportions
as in section 2(b) of this Act.

Skec. 4. Use or THE Funps IN Dockers 18-S
AND 18-U.—Until part or all of them are
needed for use or distribution under a plan
of the governing body of the reservation or
community that has been approved by the
Secretary, the Secretary shall continue to
hold in trust in separate accounts and in-
vested under section 1 of the Act of June 24,
1938 (52 Stat. 1037; 26 U.S.C. 162a) the
funds under sections 2 and 3 of this Act ap-
portioned to each of the following;

(1) the Lac Courte Oreilles Reservation,
Wisconsin;

{2) the Bad River Reservation; and

(3) the Sokaogon Chippewa Community
(Mole Lake Band).

(b) The apportioned share of the funds
under sections 2 and 3 of this Act of each
reservation or community, except those in
subsection (a) of this section, shall be used
as follows:

(1) Eighty percent of each reservation’s
share (fifty percent of the Keweenaw Bay
Indian Community) shall be held and ad-
ministered by the Secretary for per capita
distribution and the sums (including the in-
vestment income accrued) shall be distribut-
ed in a sum as nearly equal as possible for
each individual born on or prior to and
living on the date of enactment of this Act
who is enrolled in the respective tribal mem-
bership roll brought current to such date of
enactment under tribal enrollment proce-
dures.

(2) Twenty percent of each reservation's
share (fifty percent in the Keweenaw Bay
Indian Community) shall be held in trust in
separate accounts for the tribal organiza-
tion of the reservation and invested by the
Secretary under the Act of June 24, 1938 (52
Stat. 1037; 25 U.S.C. 162a) until needed for
use or distribution under the tribe's plan ap-
proved by the Secretary.

(3) The per capita distributions under this
subsection from funds apportioned to reser-
vations or communities of the Minnesota
Chippewa Tribe shall only be made to those
individuals enrolled with the historical band
designation for which the award was made.
Plans submitted by two or more of the res-
ervation business committees of the Minne-
sota Chippewa Tribe may include joint in-
vestment and use programs,

SEec. 5. DivisioN oF Dockers 18-C anD 18-
T.—Notwithstanding another law, the previ-
ously apportioned shares of the funds
awarded by the Indian Claims Commission
in Dockets 18-C and 18-T shall be distribut-
ed and used as follows:

{a)1) Until part or all of them are needed
for use or distribution under a tribe’s plan
approved by the Secretary, the Secretary
shall continue to hold in trust in separate
accounts and invested under section 1 of the
Act of June 24, 1938 (52 Stat. 1037, 25 U.S.C.
162a) the funds under this section appor-
tioned to each of the following tribes:

(A) the Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Lake
Superior Chippewa Indians of the Lac
Courte Oreilles Reservation of Wisconsin;

(B) the Bad River Band of Lake Superior
Tribe of Chippewa Indians of the Bad River
Reservation; and

(C) the Sokaogon Chippewa Community
of the Mole Lake Band of Chippewa Indi-
&ns.

(2) If a tribe’s plan under this subsection
provides for a per capita distribution, the
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Secretary shall pay a per capita share to
each individual born on or prior to and
living on the date of the Secretary’s approv-
al of the plan and who is enrolled on the re-
spective tribal membership roll brought cur-
rent to such approval date under tribal en-
rollment procedures.

(b) Funds apportioned to the St. Croix
Chippewa Indians shall be used as follows:

(1) Eighty percent shall be distributed by
the Secretary in a sum as equal as possible
to each individual born on or prior to and
living on the date of enactment of this Act
and who is enrolled in the tribe's roll
brought current to such date of enactment
under tribal enrollment procedures.

(2) Twenty percent shall be used in a land
purchase or interest in land for the benefit
of the four tribal communities. These funds
shall continue to be held and invested by
the Secretary under section 1 of the Act of
June 24, 1938 (52 Stat. 1037; 25 U.S.C. 162a)
until the tribal governing body develops spe-
cific program plans and tribal budgets,
which shall be subject to approval by the
Secretary.

Sec. 6. MisceLLaANEoUS.—The per capita
shares under this Act of competent adults
shall be paid directly to them. The per
capita shares under this Act of deceased in-
dividual beneficiaries, legal incompetents,
and minors shall be determined and distrib-
uted under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary which are generally applicable to
funds distributed under the Act of October
19, 1973 (87 Stat. 466), as amended (25
U.S.C. 1401 et seq.).

(b) None of the funds distributed per
capita or held in trust shall be subject to
Federal or State income taxes or be consid-
ered as income or resources in determining
the extent of eligibility for assistance under
the Social Security Act or other Federal As-
sistance programs.

(¢) Amounts remaining after per capita
payments under this Act shall revert to the
governing body of the respective tribals
group for program purposes approved by
the Secretary.

(d) No person shall be entitled to receive
under this Act more than one per capita
share from the same docket award.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide for the use and dis-
tribution of funds appropriated in sat-
isfaction of judgment awarded to the
Chippewas of Lake Superior in Dock-
ets Numbered 18-S, 18-U, 18-C and 18-
T before the Indian Claims Commis-
sion, and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MISSISSIPPI BAND OF CHIPPE-
WA INDIANS IN MINNESOTA
DISTRIBUTION OF JUDGMENT
FUNDS ACT

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1904),
to provide for the use and distribution
of funds appropriated in satisfaction
of judgment awarded to members of
the Mississippi Band of Chippewa In-
dians who are members of the Minne-
sota Chippewa Tribe in Docket Num-
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bered 18-S before the Indian Claims
Commission, and for other purposes.
There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
H.R. 1904

Be it enacled by the Senale and House of
Representalives of the United Stlates of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "“Mississippi
Bank of Chippewa Indians in Minnesota
Distribution of Judgment Funds Act”.

SEC. 2. ABROGATION OF ANY PRIOR PLAN TO THE
EXTENT SUCH PLAN RELATED TO
MEMBERS OF THE MISSISSIPPI BAND
OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS WHO ARE
MEMBERS OF THE MINNESOTA CHIP-
PEWA TRIBE.

(a) PLAN FOR DISTRIBUTION FOR MEMBERS
oF BAND WHO ARE ENROLLED IN THE MINNE-
sota CHIPPEWA TriBe.—Notwithstanding
the Act entitled “An Act to provide for the
use and distribution of funds appropriated
in satisfaction of certain judgments of the
Indian Claims Commission and the United
States Court of Claims, and for other pur-
poses,” and approved October 19, 1973 (25
U.S.C. 1401 et seq.) or any plan prepared or
regulation promulgated by the Secretary of
the Interior (hereinafter in this Act re-
ferred to as the “Secretary”) pursuant to
such Act, the judgment funds described in
subsection (b) shall be used and distributed
in the manner provided in this Act.

(b) JupcMeENT Funps DeFINED.—The judg-
ment funds refrrred to in subsection (a)

e_

(1) the funds consisting of one-third of
the amount appropriated in satisfaction of
judgment awarded the Lake Superior and
Mississippi Bands of Chippewa Indians in
Docket Numbered 18-S before the Indian
Claims Commission (other than funds ap-
propriated for the payment of attorney fees
or litigation expenses) which are held in

trust by the Secretary for the use and bene-
fit of such Bands of Chippewa Indians, and

(2) the amount of any interest or invest-
ment income accrued or accruing (on or
before any distribution by the Secretary
under this Act) on such funds.

SEC. 3. DIVISION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS
AMONG RESERVATION COMMUNITY
GROUPS.

{a) DivisioN AMONG RESERVATION CoMMU-
NITY GROUPS IN MINNESOTA.—The Secretary
shall divide the funds described in section
2(b) among the community groups of the
Mississippi Band of Chippewa Indians affili-
ated with the reservations in the State of
Minnesota which appear in the following
list by multiplying such amount by the frac-
tion appearing in the list in connection with
each such group:

(1) Mille Lacs Reservation, 569/7,624;

(2) White Earth Reservation, 6,431/7,624;
and

(3) Leech Lake Reservation, 624/7,624.

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—

(1) 20 PERCENT DISTRIBUTED TO EACH COMMU-
NITY GROUP FOR USE AT THE GROUP LEVEL.—Of
the amount determined under subsection
(a) for each reservation community group
described in such subsection, 20 percent of
such amount shall be made available to the
appropriate governing body of such group
for expenditure for programs approved by
the Secretary.

(2) B0 PERCENT DISTRIBUTED PER CAPITA.—Of
the amount determined under subsection
ta) for each reservation community group
described in such subsection, 80 percent of
such amount shall be distributed in
amounts as equal as possible to enrolled
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mﬁmbers of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe
who—

(A) are designated as members of the Mis-
sissippi Band of Chippewa Indians and are
affiliated with such group, and

(B) were born on or before the date of the
enactment of this Act and are living on such
date.

(3) PROCEDURES FOR PER CAPITA DISTRIBU-
TION.—The amount determined under para-
graph (2) for each individual described in
such paragraph shall be paid or distributed
as follows:

(A) LiviING cOMPETENT ADULTS.—If the indi-
vidual is a living competent adult, the
amount so determined shall be paid directly
to such individual.

(B) LIVING MINOR CHILDREN AND LEGALLY
INCOMPETENT ADULTS.—If the individual is a
living minor child or legally incompetent
adult, the amount so determined shall be
treated in the same manner as any trust
property of such individual is treated.

(C) DECEASED INDIVIDUALS.—If the individ-
ual is deceased at the time of distribution,
the amount so determined shall be treated
in the same manner as any trust property of
such individual would be treated if such in-
dividual died intestate.

(c) Tax TREATMENT oF DISTRIBUTIONS.—No
amount of any payment or distribution
under this section shall be included in gross
income of the payee or distributee for pur-
poses of any Federal or State income tax.
Payments or distributions may not be con-
sidered as income or resources or otherwise
used as the basis for denying or reducing—

(1) any financial assistance or other bene-
fit to which any individual described in
paragraph (2), or the household of any such
individual, is otherwise entitled, or for
which such individual or househoid is other-
wise eligible, under the Social Security Act,
or

(2) any other financial assistance, Federal
benefit, or benefit under any program part
or all of the funding for which is provided
by the Federal Government to which such
individual or household is otherwise entitled
or for which such individual or household is
otherwise eligible.

SEC. 4. MEMBERSHIP ROLLS REQUIRED TO BE
BROUGHT UP TO DATE.

Before the end of the -month period be-
ginning on the date of the enactment of this
Act, the roll of members of the Mississippi
Band of Chippewas who are members of the
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe shall be made
current under procedures adopted by such
Tribe approved by the Secretary.

With the following committee
amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert:

Section. 1. Notwithstand any other provi-
sion of law, the funds appropriated for the
Indian Claims Commission judgment awards
in Docket 18-S for the Chippewas of the
Mississippi (less attorney fees and litigation
expense and plus all investment income and
interest accrued) shall be used and distrib-
uted under this Act.

Sgc. 2. The Secretary of the Interior shall
divide the amount for Docket 18-S with two-
thirds of the funds for the Chippewas of
Lake Superior and one-third for the Chippe-
was of the Mississippi. The respective shares
of the Mississippi Band in Docket 18-S shall
be divided by reservation affiliation as fol-
lows:

(1) Mille Lac Reservation, Minnesota 569/
7624,

(2) White Earth Reservation, Minnesota
6431/7624; and
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(3) Leech Lake Reservation, Minnesota
624/7624.

Sec. 3. The apportioned shares of funds
under section 2 of this Act of each reserva-
tion or community shall be used as follows:

(1) Eighty percent of each reservation’'s
share shall be held and administered by the
Secretary for per capita distribution and the
sums (including the investment income ac-
crued) shall be distributed in a sum as
nearly equal as possible for each individual
born on or prior to and living on the date of
enactment of this Act who is enrolled on the
respective tribal membership roll brought
current to such date of enactment under
tribal enrollment procedures.

(2) Twenty percent of each reservation's
share shall be held in trust in separate ac-
counts for the tribal organization of the res-
ervation and invested by the Secretary
under the Act of June 24, 1938 (52 Stat.
1037; 25 U.S.C. 162a) until needed for use or
distribution under the tribe's plan approved
by the Secretary.

(3) The per capita distributions under this
section from funds apportioned to reserva-
tions or communities of the Minnesota
Chippewa Tribe shall only be made to those
individuals enrolled with the historical band
designation for which the award was made.
Plans submitted by two or more of the res-
ervation business committees of the Minne-
sota Chippewa Tribe may include joint in-
vestment and use programs.

SEc. 4. (a) Mi1sceLLANEOUS.—The per capita
shares under this Act of competent adults
shall be paid directly to them. The per
capita shares under this Act of deceased in-
dividual beneficiaries, legal incompetents,
and minors shall be determined and distrib-
uted under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary which are generally applicable to
funds distributed under the Act of October
19, 1973 (87 Stat. 466), as amended (25
U.S.C. 1401 et seq.).

(b) None of the funds distributed per
capita or held in trust shall be subject to
Federal or State income taxes or be consid-
ered as income or resources in determining
the extent of eligibility for assistance under
the Social Security Act or other Federal as-
sistance programs.

(c) Amounts remaining after per capita
payments under this Act shall revert to the
governing body of the respective tribal
group for program purposes approved by
the Secretary.

(d) No person shall be entitled to receive
under this Act more than one per capita
share from the same Docket award.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide for the use and dis-
tribution of funds appropriated in sat-
isfaction of judgments awarded to the
Chippewas of the Mississippi in
Docket Numbered 18-S before the
Indian Claims Commission and for
other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

was
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TRANSFER TO COLVILLE BUSI-
NESS COUNCIL OF AMOUNTS
AWARDED THE CONFEDER-
ATED TRIBES OF THE COL-
VILLE RESERVATION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2174),
to provide for the transfer to the Col-
ville Business Council of any undis-
tributed portion of amounts appropri-
ated in satisfaction of certain judg-
ments awarded the Confederated
Tribes of the Colville Reservation
before the Indian Claims Commission.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 2174

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representalives of the United Slales of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. TRANSFER OF CERTAIN UNDISTRIB-
UTED JUDGMENT FUNDS TO THE COL-
VILLE BUSINESS COUNCIL.

(a) TRANSFER OF UNDISTRIBUTED AMOUNTS
T0 GoOVERNING Bopy ofF THE TRIBE.—Not-
withstanding the Act entitled “An Act to
provide for the use and distribution of funds
appropriated in satisfaction of certain judg-
ments of the Indian Claims Commission and
the United States Court of Claims, and for
other pruposes,” and approved October 19,
1973 (25 U.S.C. 1401 et seq.) or any plan pre-
pared or regulation promulgated by the Sec-
retary of the Interior (hereinafter in this
Act referred to as the “Secretary’) pursuant
to such Act, any portion of the funds appro-
priated in satisfaction of judgments award-
ed the Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservation (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as the “Tribe") in Dockets Num-
bered 161, 222, and 224 before the Indian
Claims Commission which, on the date of
the enactment of this Act, is held in trust
by the Secretary for the benefit of the
Tribe shall be transferred by the Secretary
to the Colville Business Council.

(b) TRANSFER OF INTEREST, ETC., ACCURED
on Funps.—Any amount held by the Secre-
tary on the date of the transfer required
under subsection (a) which is attributable to
interest or investment income accured or ac-
curing on the funds described in such sub-
section on or before such date shall be
transferred by the Secretary to the Colville
Business Council.

(c) Use oF TRANSFERRED FUNDS AUTHOR-
1ZED FOR TRiBAL PURPOSES.—Amounts trans-
ferred under subsection (a) shall be used for
purposes which—

(1) the Colville Business Council deter-
mines benefit the Tribe, and

(2) the Secretary of the Interior approves.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
concludes the call of the eligible bills
on the Consent Calendar.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bills just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?
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There was no objection.

A LESSON FOR US ALL

(Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, last Wednesday the enter-
tainment industry lost one of its finest
stars when Rock Hudson finally lost
his battle to AIDS. 1 speak briefly
here today about a lesson that we all
can learn from Mr. Hudson's stuggle
these last months. During this time,
he was able to accept the nature of his
disease and its inevitable outcome.

Rather than clinging to false hope
and enduring unnecessary hospital
procedures, he spent his last days in
peace in his own home with the sup-
port of his friends. We should all learn
that modern medicine and the high
technology available in hospitals
cannot cure every disease. In the case
of terminal diseases, the best place for
the care of the dying patient mas be
in the bosom of his family at home.
Rather than being subjected to insti-
tutional care, these patients need to
feel the love and affection of friends
and family in familiar surroundings, as
they pass through this final phase of
life. I believe that humans do not fear
death, but rather fear the process of
dying, which is an unknown experi-
ence.

Rock Hudson's ability to deal with
his death should be one lesson we
learn from his life.

IN SUPPORT OF BALANCED
BUDGET LEGISLATION

(Mr. SAXTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my strong support of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, being introduced
today by the gentleman from Florida.

I am pleased to be a cosponsor of
this important legislation.

I have long maintained that the re-
sponsible way to reduce our Federal
deficits was to estabish deficit reduc-
tion targets over a 5-year period, lead-
ing to a balanced budget.

In fact, earlier this year, I intro-
duced a balanced budget amendment
with similar phase-in provisions.

My bill, House Joint Resolution 267,
waives balanced budget requirements
in times of war or national emergency.
But it also allows for re-implementa-
tion of the phase-in, should we emerge
from such a situation with another
deficit.

But for the moment, I would rather
focus in on the similarities between
House Joint Resolution 267, and the
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bill being introduced today. Both con-
tain important phase-in provisions.

We all know that the budget can’t be
balanced in 1 or 2 years. That would
require either the gutting of even the
most worthy programs, or a major tax
increase—or both.

But we can set a course to follow
which, over 5 years, will lead us to a
balanced budget. The emergency defi-
cit control act sets that course.

It is bipartisan legislation which de-
serves the attention and support of ev-
eryone in this body.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

(Mr. MONTGOMERY asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker,
a proposal to balance the budget by
1991 has been subject to much debate
in the other body over the weekend.
The proposal is expected to be added
zai;lan amendment to the debt ceiling

11.

The plan would require the Presi-
dent and the Congress to keep their
budgets within fixed amounts aimed
at eliminating the deficit by 1991. If
the joint effort fails, the President
would be required to make across-the-
board cuts to bring spending within
fixed limits.

Authority for the President to make
cuts in annual adjustments from bene-
fit entitlement programs would ex-
clude Social Security benefits, but no
others.

If any balanced budget plan is to
succeed, Mr. Speaker, no program can
be exempt from cuts that may have to
be made. All benefit programs must be
treated equally. I'm not opposed to
making an exception for Social Securi-
ty beneficiaries, but if we do, we will
have to make an exception for veter-
ans as well.

Are we going to exclude any entitle-
ment program and cut benefits for vet-
erans who receive compensation for
loss of limbs in World War II or who
are paralyzed from the neck down be-
cause of gunshot wounds from service
in Vietnam? I think not. I urge the
leadership of the House to make cer-
tain that the proposal developed in
this body does not attempt to balance
the budget on the backs of our service-
connected veterans. Veterans are will-
ing to assume their share of the
burden as long as it is placed equally
upon all Federal programs and benefi-
ciaries.

As one who has long advocated a bal-
anced budget, I will support the House
leadership’s effort to help bring about
a balanced budget, but my colleagues
should know that the Senate proposal
would treat veterans unfairly.

According to the Congressional
Budget Office, if the proposal in the
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Senate were implemented in fiscal
year 1986, all 2.2 million veterans and
all 300,000 of their survivors would
lose at least 3 percent of their compen-
sation and DIC benefits. By 1991, they
would lose more than 20 percent of
their benefits.

The Senate proposal would affect
pension payments to needy, elderly,
and disabled veterans and their survi-
vors. All 676,000 veterans drawing
compensation and all 71,000 of their
survivors would be adversely affected.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the veterans
medical care program and its medical
research program would suffer a
severe cut—$320 million in medical
care would be lost in the first year.
Most of this cut would come from a re-
duction of medical personnel staff in
VA hospitals and nursing homes.
Again, accordingly to the Congression-
al Budget Office, a cut of this magni-
tude could mean a loss of 11,000 per-
sonnel in the first year in which the
proposal is implemented. This would
be 23 percent of all doctors, nurses,
psychologists, and dentists now em-
ployed in the VA medical program.

Mr. Speaker, authors of the amend-
ment in the other body should not put
the Congress in the position of giving
any group of individuals a higher pri-
ority than America's veterans. The
Vietnam war ended a little more than
10 years ago. How quickly some people
forget.

SAME OLD FARM BILL—NEW
GIFT WRAPPING

(Mr. DAUB asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to extend his remarks.)

Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker today we
are scheduled to cast a vote on final
passage of the farm bill. The last time
we did that was my first year in the
House of Representatives. Unfortu-
nately, the 1985 bill looks like a rerun
of the 1981 bill.

What we have is the same old bill in
new gift wrapping.

The 1981 bill with its rigid loan rate
structure made mounting surpluses
almost a certainty. It told our competi-
tors in advance how much to plant and
how much of our markets they can
take. As a result, exports have fallen
and the American farmer is swimming
in a sea of grain.

Argentina, Paraguay, and Uruguay
have 215 million acres of very fertile
soil which are as yet unplowed. This is
nearly half of all cropland in the
United States. The bill we have before
us is a signal to those countries to
start up their plows.

We can’t take much more of this
kind of policy. An amendment I sup-
ported would have moved exports with
competitive prices and targeted bene-
fits to medium family farmers. Unfor-
tunately it was rejected.
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Failing a sensible farm bill, perhaps
the most important vote for the
farmer will be on the emergency defi-
cit control of 1985 which I am intro-
ducing today with 97 of my colleagues.
It mandates a balanced budget in 5
years. Substantially reduced spending
will mean declining interest rates and
a more realistic dollar value. The
sooner we get spending under control,
the sooner the farmer will see his com-
modities become more competitive
overseas, his cost of production drop
and the farm economy improve.
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TINKER BELL TO THE RESCUE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
over the weekend the chairman of the
House Armed Services Committee re-
leased a study showing that despite $1
trillion in defense spending in the past
few years there has been little gain in
military capability. In some areas, we
have even declined.

At the same time, there is a proposal
afoot to mandate a balanced budget
via the debt ceiling resolution. The
mandate would exclude, among other
things, 40 percent of the defense
budget. Some mandate.

We spend $1 trillion on defense and
have nothing to show for it. Then we
are told we will balance the budget by
exempting defense. I don't know
whether this is ““Peter Pan” or “‘Alice
in Wonderland.” I do know it's not the
real world.

Yesterday the Denver Post described
this balanced budget mandate as “the
phoniest of this year’'s attempts to dis-
tract from the truth.”

Amen.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2698, the first bill on
the Consent Calendar which was just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MoNTGOMERY). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

CANADA TRADE TALKS

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, recent-
ly, Canadian Prime Minister Brian
Mulroney announced his Govern-
ment’s decision to enter bilateral trade
negotiations with the United States
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seeking “‘the broadest possible package
on mutually beneficial reductions in
tariff and nontariff barriers between
the two countries.”

I salute this action as an exemplary
example of the ability of countries to
work together to solve the trading
problems of North America. The
United States-Canada trading relation-
ship is the largest in the world. Last
year, the two-way trade totaled more
than $120 billion, with Canada enjoy-
ing a surplus of roughly $16 billion on
a balance-of-payments basis. Canada
accounts for more than 21 percent of
all United States exports, while we
take some three-quarters of Canadian
exports.

I recently traveled to Toronto with
the Steel Caucus to discuss United
States-Canadian trade imbalances and
various inequities in our trading rela-
tionship. Among other points brought
out at these meetings was the dispari-
ty in the tariff levels for United States
and Canadian steel exports to the
neighbor country.

It was also made clear in our meet-
ings that Canada and the United
States share additional problems in
the trading arena. Solutions to these
problems should be a joint effort be-
tween our countries. As Prime Minis-
ter Mulroney stated, “We need a
better, a fairer and a more predictable
trade relationship’ between our coun-
tries. I applaud his decision to volun-
tarily enter these trade talks and ask
my colleagues and the administration
to support Canada’'s action in a spirit
of partnership and cooperation.

A TRIBUTE TO COACH EDDIE
ROBINSON

(Mr. DYMALLY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 one minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.

Mr. DYMALLY. Mr. Speaker, with
less fanfare than was deserved, a
sports milestone was passed Saturday
at the Cotton Bowl when Coach Eddie
Robinson’s Grambling State Universi-
ty beat Prairie View A&M University
27 to 7. Pro football greats Willie
Davis and Willie Brown members of
the Hall of Fame, were on the side-
lines to see it happen. So was Tank
Younger, the first pro football player
from a black school. Coach Robinson
once coached them as he has coached
more than 200 players who have gone
on to pro football. Saturday night was
the 324th time Eddie Robinson had
coached Grambling State to victory.
That makes Eddie Robinson the win-
ningest coach in the history of foot-
ball.

The win came too late at night for
Eddie to receive an immediate congrat-
ulatory call from the President. That
came Sunday. But Eddie probably was
just as happy. He had a 4-hour bus
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ride back to Grambling State ahead of
him that evening, and he had to start
planning for the upcoming game
against Tennessee State.

Coach Robinson is a humble man.
And characteristically he apologized to
his team for becoming the center of
attention. Of his Bear Bryant-surpass-
ing 324th win he said, “That's not the
record. Forty-four years at the same
school, one job and one wife, that's
the record.” Coach Robinson, you are
a record breaker in anyone's book. My
friend Representative Haves and I
know that all our colleagues in the
Congress join us in congratulating you
on your spectacular accomplishment.
May the next 44 years be as winning
as the last 44.

EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL
ACT OF 1985

(Mr. CHANDLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, there
isn’'t a man or woman in this body who
isn’'t committed to reducing the defi-
cit, yet year after year out failure to
come to terms with this problem adds
to the unconscionable debt we are
leaving to future generations.

Clearly, something must be done.

Clearly, business-as-usual isn’'t going
to solve the problem.

That's why I've joined with a
number of our colleagues in support-
ing a measure that would create a

framework that will get the job done.
Unlike many budget balancing propos-
als, this one has teeth in it.

The Emergency Deficit Control Act

of 1985 would trigger mandatory
across-the-board spending reductions
if the President and the Congress fail
to bring down spending.

It's simple; it's honest and it will do
the job.

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to our con-
stituents, and more importantly to our
children and grandchildren, to enact
the Emergency Deficit Control Act
and to get our Nation's financial af-
fairs in order.

FOOD IRRADIATION

(Mr. PRICE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, to help elimi-
nate world hunger, and for a variety of
other benefits nationally and international-
ly, 1 have been proud on past occasions to
cosponsor with several of my colleagues
proposed legislation supporting the devel-
opment of beneficial commercial applica-
tion of food irradiation to extend the shelf
life of foods. This process will avoid any
need to use potentially harmful fumigants,
will destroy damaging insects, and kill un-
desirable organisms such as trichinae in
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pork which cause the disease trichinosis in
humans.

H.R. 696, introduced in January 24 of
this year, was the most recent bill I cospon-
sored on this subject.

Last Thursday, | introduced H.R. 3504, a
somewhat revised version of H.R. 696,
which contains several minor revisions and
two substantive changes to H.R. 696 that I
believe contribute to the principal objec-
tives of that bill. One significant change is
the elimination of the concept of establish-
ing a new Commission within the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. The bill I introduced
last Thursday, H.R. 3504, does not disturb
the authorities and functions now in the
various Federal agencies that presently
have responsibilities in this field; instead,
the bill would expressly assign a coordinate
role of the Subcommittee on Interagency
Radiation Research and Policy Coordina-
tion of the Federal Coordinating Council
for Science, Engineering, and Technology—
an entity already in existence pursuant to
applicable law.

The second significant change would
leave undisturbed the balancing of criteria
for fixing charges for byproduct material,
which has been in effect since the 1954
Atomic Energy Act. Section 81 of that act
provides in effect that for byproduct mate-
rial distributed by DOE for a charge, the
prices shall be established on such equita-
ble basis as, in DOE’s opinion: First, will
provide reasonable compensation for such
material; Second, will not discourage the
use of such material or the development of
sources of supply of such material inde-
pendent of DOE; and third, will encourage
research and development.

As in the cae of H.R. 696, this legislative
measure is long overdue, Over the past 40
years, food irradiation has been studied
more carefully than any other food preser-
vation method. Many other countries are
already using the irradiation technique, by
research in this country. We need to move
forward with the precedent measures es-
poused in this bill.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AND
EMERGENCY DEFICIT CON-
TROL ACT OF 1985

(Mr. BOULTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BOULTER. Mr. Speaker, last
Tuesday the United States passed an-
other milestone, and it was a mile-
stone we would all rather have avoid-
ed. Last Tuesday, at 12:01 a.m. fiscal
year 1986 began with an inexcusable
$2 trillion plus national debt.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard on this
floor speech after speech after speech
on the need to reduce the deficit, and
balance the books. I think we all
agree. No one, to my knowledge, sup-
ports an unbalanced budget.

But what, after all this jabber, has
actually been done? Very very little.
Until now. Now, we finally have the
opportunity, spelled out in detail, to
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adopt a simple piece of legislation that
will provide our Nation with what it
wants, and desperately needs—a bal-
anced budget by 1991. The Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985 will do that.

There is no excuse, that I can see,
for any Member of this body not to
support this legislation. It is clear, to
the point, and result-oriented. Beyond
the rhetoric, beyond the lipservice,
and beyond the political mudslinging
involved in the budget debate—this
legislation is real. It will provide long-
term stability to financial markets,
help reduce our swollen trade deficit,
and allow the American people and
our children the economic opportuni-
ties they deserve. I urge my colleagues
to support this landmark legislation
and am proud to be an original cospon-
Sor.

SENATE BUDGET PLAN FLAWED

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, ac-
cording to Sunday's CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRrD, the other body is considering
a proposal to balance the Federal
budget by 1991 by adding an amend-
ment to the debt ceiling bill. The Cox-
GRESSIONAL RECORD reports the amend-
ment being offered would cut veter-
ans’ compensation and pension by
more than 20 percent by 1991 as well
as 23 percent of all doctors, nurses,
and dentists now in the VA medical
care system.

As chairman of the Subcommittee
on Compensation, Pension and Insur-
ance of the Veterans, Affairs, Commit-
tee, 1 feel obligated to let my col-
leagues know about this.

Social Security would get COLA’s
and disabled veterans would not. Don't
the men who fought our wars deserve
the same consideration as citizens who
earned Social Security? I want you to
know that if this happens, every dollar
of Social Security increase a veteran
or widow pensioner gets will be taken
out of his VA pension.

Remember before 1979 how we each
got thousands of letters complaining
that what the Government gives with
one hand in Social Security, it takes
away with the other hand from VA
pension? We changed the law so that
Social Security COLA's would not cost
a disabled veteran. Now the other
body may propose going back to cut-
ting veterans checks when they get a
Social Security increase.

In the interest of fairness, we must
deal with our citizens on an even-
handed basis. What's fair for social se-
curity is fair for veterans. Give one a
COLA, give the other a COLA. Deny
one a COLA, deny the other, also.
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I make these comments so that you
will know and understand what would
happen to veterans if their payments
are capped but give full COLA’s to
Social Security. We will have some
hard choices in dealing with the
budget. I just hope when we make
those choices, we do so knowing what
the results will be. I am not willing to
balance the budget on the backs of our
disabled veterans.

LET US HEED THE WORDS OF
CICERO, THE PROPHET

(Mr., COBLE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985. Cicero reprotedly ad-
dressed the Roman Senate just before
the fall of Rome with these words of
admonition:

The budget should be balanced, the treas-
ury should be replenished, the public debt
should be reduced, the arrogance of the gov-
ernors should be tempered and controlled,
foreign aid should be restrained lest the
threat of falling into bankruptcy, the popu-
lace should be obliged to work and not
depend on the government for its suste-
nance.

These words were prophetic, and
they are equally prophetic nearly
2,000 years after they were spoken.

The necessary ingredient that must
be identified and exercised, Mr. Speak-
er, is discipline. This is the ship that

can take us past the reefs and the
shoals of reckless and fiscal irresponsi-
bility.

Are we disciplined enough to climb
aboard?

I thank the Speaker.

LET US CONSTRAIN OURSELVES,
NOT BLAME OTHERS

(Mr. GEKAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, $2 trillion
is a trivial sum. I am sure that the
Congress of the United States, if it
really tried, could raise that national
debt to $3 trillion by the next Con-
gress, and all it has to do is continue
down the path it has already hewn for
itself and to continue on the spending
programs and expansionist spending
programs we have seen for the last
decade. But it does no good for anyone
to stand in this well and to blame the
administration or anybody else for the
events that have transpired. It is the
Congress itself that is to blame for
where we find ourselves today, and we
must put constraints on ourselves and
not put the blame on the White House
or any other administration, past or
future, for the situation.
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So we are going to enter into a rou-
tine matter today of raising that na-
tional debt, and I am going to support
it. We must support it.

But when we do so, we owe it to our-
selves and to the American public to at
least attach to it some semblance of a
mechanism that will bring us back to
reality and to respond to the American
people’s desire to curb spending and to
reduce that deficit.

Oh, yes, we are going to raise the
debt today, but let us raise the hopes
of the American people that we are
going to do something about it in the
near future.

I thank the Speaker.

WE SHOULD COMBAT THE DEFI-
CIT THROUGH PRUDENT
SPENDING REDUCTIONS AND
EQUITABLE TAX INCREASE

(Mr. FAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, today the
U.8. Treasury bumps up against its
ability to borrow. The House, having
acted in a timely manner, now awaits
action by the other body. But a
number of their Members are so fixat-
ed on the symbolism of raising the
debt ceiling that they have been blind-
ed by the real tangible fiscal impact
delay will bring. It would be well for
the Senators to keep in mind that
delay itself has a cost right now to the
taxpayers of this country. We all know
that Treasury must inevitably go into
the credit markets and borrow funds
to meet our legal obligations, much of
which are contract obligations with
the private sector. According to one
published report, the Treasury will
have to borrow over $50 billion in the
last quarter of this calendar year. The
same people who wail about the
squeeze this $2 trillion debt will have
on interest rates are the same people
who are leading the delay in the ex-
tension of the debt ceiling, jacking up
rates even more today as we delay.
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Why? Because the more we delay
the increase in the debt ceiling, the
shorter the period the Treasury will
have to borrow these large sums; and
that will drive the interest the Federal
Government needs to offer in order to
market so much debt in so short a
period of time higher still.

The higher interest the Government
offers will very likely drive up the in-
terest rate in general, so the taxpayers
get slammed twice. First, they will
have to pay the higher than required
interest to the lender sometime in the
future through higher taxes. In addi-
tion, consumers who need to purchase
goods will have to pay more in person-
al interest payments now.
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We need to combat the deficit
through prudent spending reductions.
We do not need rhetorical sparring.
Let us get on with our job of paying
the bills we have already incurred.

THE FEDERAL BUDGET

(Mr. SWINDALIL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker,
before being sworn into this august
body, someone described Washington,
DC, to me as being 67 square miles
surrounded by reality. After serving 9
months in this body, I have now come
to the realization that his description
was not intended to be tongue-in-
cheek.

The fact that we spent more time
debating what should be done in
South Africa an issue over which we
have little control than we did on our
own budget confirms this fact. In re-
ality this body has deliberately chosen
to avoid addressing the deficit crisis in
this country head on.

My colleagues will have an opportu-
nity this week to demonstrate that
this body is serious about doing some-
thing other than talk about deficit re-
duction.

My colleagues, who bring out these
charts and are already trying to shoot
holes into a proposal that will put
teeth into the very budget we recently
passed, recognize that it is the appro-
priations process, rather than the
budget process, that can, in fact,
reduce the deficits which are threaten-
ing to end our present economic recov-
ery.

My point to the American people,
Mr. Speaker, is this: It is very appar-
ent that unless we pass the Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985, thus put-
ting necessary enforcement mecha-
nisms into the appropriations process,
it will be obvious that our recently
passed concurrent budget resolution is
little more than a fraud on the Ameri-
can people. In short, we have the op-
portunity to live up to our word and
stick by the deficit targets for which
we ourselves voted 2 months ago.

The American people are fed up
with deficit reduction rhetoric that
does not match this body’s actions. We
have an opportunity this week to
match our actions with our rhetoric. I
hope that this body will demonstrate
the type of resolve which the Ameri-
can people demanded in the November
1984 elections.

CONSTITUTIONAL WIMPS
(Mr. BONIOR of Michigan asked
and was given permission to address

the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, constitutional wimps are at it
again.

First, some abandoned the duties
given us by the Founding Fathers over
the conduct of foreign policy. Now,
some want to pass the buck on the def-
icit as well.

The President is to be given unprece-
dented control over the Federal
budget. This House, the supreme body
of the people, was not elected to cut
press releases while leaving it to some-
one else to cut the budget.

How can we return to the people and
say that we did not have the guts to
face one of the preeminent tasks of
our time. That we did not have the
guts to live up to the responsibilities
given to us by our Constitution.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AND
EMERGENCY DEFICIT CON-
TROL ACT

(Mr. COMBEST asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, recent-
ly, our Nation marked a milestone
that is an historic low point in our
fiscal and economic history. The fact
that years of excess spending has
forced the national debt beyond $2
trillion is both outrageous and inex-
cusable. This huge debt threatens to
stop all economic growth and bank-
rupt our entire economy.

I don’t think it is possible to overem-
phasize the danger by a debt of this
magnitude. Today, legislation is being
introduced that will force Congress to
balance the Federal budget by 1991
and bring to a halt the annual addi-
tion of billions of dollars to the nation-
al debt.

The Balanced Budget and Emergen-
cy Deficit Control Act is a reasonable
and realistic approach to finally elimi-
nating our ever-increasing budget defi-
cit. Recent history tells us that bold
steps must be taken if we are ever to
solve this problem. This bill is exactly
such a step.

I am an original cosponsor of this
measure and I urge all of my col-
leagues to join in a bipartisan effort to
bring fiscal responsibility to the Fed-
eral Government by supporting this
bill. The American people deserve a
workable, hard-hitting program to
bring a halt to these unending deficits
and our future generations deserve to
live in this country without being
overcome by our excesses.

EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL
ACT OF 1985
(Mr. MILLER of Washington asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise as a sponsor of the
Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985.

Last spring and summer, this body
huffed and puffed at the Federal defi-
cit, but that is about all we did. We
ended up not with major deficit reduc-
tion but with budget by press release.

So next year, the average American
family of four will pay $34 a week just
to pay off the interest on the national
debt. And that interest will consume
an amount equal to 40 percent of the
individual income taxes paid in our
Nation.

Now along comes a deficit reduction
proposal that offers an answer. It is
not perfect. But it imposes some disci-
pline on this body. It gets us from
here to there. It brings the budget
into balance over the next 5 years.

Let us do something constructive
about the deficit now so that 10 years
from now this land of opportunity is
not turned into a land of misery. Let
us vote for the Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985.

COACH EDDIE ROBINSON

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the opportunity and privilege to
join with my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. DyMALLY], in rec-
ognizing the achievement reached just
last Saturday by Coach Robinson from
Grambling University.

Mr. Speaker, in 1941, when Eddie
Robinson began coaching football, no
one had any idea that he would one
day become the winningest college
football coach of all time. All Eddie
Robinson knew was that he had ful-
filled a lifelong dream by becoming a
football coach. He was the first and
only coach that Grambling University,
then known as Lousiana Negro Normal
College and Industrial Institute, has
ever had.

Well it seems as if Grambling Uni-
versity knew what kind of a coach
Eddie Robinson would be. Because 45
years, 324 victories, 13 Southwest Ath-
eltic Conference championships, and
over 200 professional football players
later, Eddie Robinson and Grambling
both have much to be proud of. Not
only has he coached such notable NFL
stars as Willie Davis, Willie Brown,
and Charlie Joiner, but 85 percent of
his players have eventually received
their college degrees.

Eddie Robinson has said that
records were never his goal, that he
just wanted to make a contribution
the way that other famous coaches
like Stagg and Warner and Bryant did.
Well, Eddie Robinson has more than
made a contribution. He has won more
football games than any other college
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football coach in history, and along
the way he has set a standard of excel-
lence that no one could have predict-
ed, but that will be cherished forever.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AND
EMERGENCY DEFICIT CON-
TROL ACT OF 1985

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker,
today I join my colleagues in being an
original cosponsor of a bill which will,
hopefully, help put both Houses of
Congress in order. This year I have
become a member of the Budget Com-
mittee and had my vision unfavorably
expanded. We are all guilty of abusing
our power and overspending the tax-
payers hard earned money. This bill
which legally binds us to a debt ceiling
and culminates in a balanced budget
by the year 1991, will allow us to
redeem ourselves before our constitu-
ency. We are too easy on ourselves, we
pass measures and pat ourselves on
the back, we meet with lobbyists and
promise them everything they want,
we preside over hearings and commit-
tee meetings and proclaim our juris-
dictional programs deserving of more
and more increases and we write our
constituents letters of contempt for
the burgeoning Federal deficit. We are
hypocritical, Mr. Speaker, and this
measure is giving us a second chance.

The Budget Committee members are
busy now looking over the reconcilia-
tion packages sent by the various com-
mittees. It is a game. When a program
is over the budget instructions, it is
simply put off budget and not count-
ed. This facade allows us to pass a def-
icit reduction package. If I sound
angry and disgusted, it is because I am.
I am frustrated at the constant rheto-
ric that is given in this hallowed
Chamber and the real truth that is
demonstrated by the votes on spend-
ing measures.

Today, I am given hope that this will
no longer be the case. Today, I sense
that we can act in the capacity we are
honored to be put in by the American
voters. We can be responsible, loyal,
and dedicated to these people and
manage the country out of bankrupt-
cy. We must pass the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985.

THE DAMAGING COST TO NEW
YORK STATE OF THE ELIMINA-
TION OF DEDUCTING STATE
AND LOCAL TAXES IN THE
PRESIDENT'S TAX PROPOSAL

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker,
speaking on behalf of the entire New
York delegation, I want to express my
profound regrets that the President’s
tax proposal that has been offered
eliminates the opportunity for resi-
dents of New York State or other
States where State and local taxes are
high to deduct them from their
income tax returns as they have done
over the years.

The general impression that has
been made by the administration is
that their tax reform really means
lower taxes, that everybody is going to
get a lower bracket. The impression is
that you are going to go down to 35
percent or 25 percent or 15 percent in-
stead of that 50-percent bracket that
so many of us run up against.

But the fact of the matter is that, as
long as this kind of provision is re-
tained by legislation, it means that a
lot of Americans are going to find that
their taxes under this so-called tax
reform program are going to be much
higher than was the case before tax
reform raised its head.

Let me point out to my colleagues
the fact that in New York State the
leaders on both sides of the political
aisle are strongly opposed to the elimi-
nation of the deduction of State and
local taxes. In fact, the very able Re-
publican State comptroller of New
York State, Hon. Ned Regan, not only
has joined the opposition to the dele-
tion of the traditional deduction for
State and local taxes. He has done
even more. He has calculated that in
New York State the first year of the
Reagan tax cut would cost New York
taxpayers an additional $2.4 billion.

And even in succeeding years, New
York would gain only a 1-percent tax
cut, while the rest of the country
would be getting a 7-percent cut. This
is a devastating blow to New York
State.

THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

(Mr. ROGERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, the
reason I became an original cosponsor
of the Emergency Deficit Control Act
mainly is because of the disastrous ef-
fects that the borrowed money and
our Federal deficit is causing to our in-
dustry in this Nation. We are losing
our jobs and our plants and our crafts
offshore. If you have any doubts about
the disastrous effects of bringing in
that gold and silver from offshore,
look at Spain in the 15th and 16th
centuries. Before Spain put $2 on the
dark horse named Christopher Colum-
bus in 1492, Spain was the backwater
of the old Roman Empire. But with
the gold and silver from this New
World flooding into Spain, her dollar
became highly inflated, her currency
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was completely out of kilter. Spain
lost her industry, lost her crafts. She
became a hull of a nation. And when
the gold and silver from offshore
played out, Spain crashed, not to be
heard of again.

Those who do not read history are
doomed to repeat history is the
preaching we have heard. America
must control this offshore borrowing
caused by a big Federal deficit. If we
do not, we very well may be the Spain
of the 20th century.
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MEMBERS URGED TO SUPPORT
SHORT-TERM DEBT EXTENSION

(Mr. SLATTERY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, since
entering the House, I have sponsored
proposals to balance the budget by
1990. Today, the Gram amendment is
pending before the other body. It rep-
resents a historic opportunity to move
toward a balanced budget. It repre-
sents a historic change in our Nation’s
fiscal policies, and it represents a his-
toric redefinition of the congressional
and executive powers.

Mr. Speaker, it is clear, however,
that no one, not even the major spon-
sors of this proposal have fully ex-
plained it to the American public and
to the Members of Congress on either
side of the political aisle. Serious ques-
tions remain. Fundamental choices lie
before us on fairness, on priorities,
and on our procedures. We need a
commitment by the President and
Congress; by Democrats and Republi-
cans to reduce these deficits. There is
enough blame to go around, and there
is enough work for all of us to do if we
are serious about getting the job done.

As someone who has fought for a
balanced budget since I have been
here for the last 3 years, I urge my col-
leagues to support a short-term debt
extension so that we can work togeth-
er to come up with the responsible leg-
islation that we need to address this
problem and require a balanced
budget, statutorily, by 1990 or 1991.

SUPPORT URGED FOR BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AND DEFICIT
CONTROL ACT

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, the other body is currently consid-
ering the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. I
rise in the strongest possible support
for this vital legislation.

This year, our national deficit will
exceed the staggering sum of over $2
trillion. It took over 200 years for our
Nation to reach its first trillion dollar
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deficit, and it has taken less than 7
years to get the second trillion. So far,
we have been able to avoid the terrible
effects of this huge debt because of
our strong economy. But we cannot
delude ourselves that we can continue
to spend without any limits.

The recently concluded budget reso-
lution efforts convinced me that the
time has come for strong action. De-
spite the sincere efforts of many Mem-
bers of Congress from both sides of
the aisle, we have not been able to get
our budget deficit under control. This
last budget resolution that was passed
in the House of Representatives con-
tains a deficit reduction of theoretical-
ly $55 billion. In reality, it is going to
be more in the range of $10 to $15 bil-
lion, and there is every probability
that our deficit for the fiscal year that
we are now in will be $200 billion.

The Balanced Budget and Emergen-
cy Deficit Control Act is an excellent
means of forcing the Congress to make
the necessary spending cuts. There is
no doubt that this is strong action, but
strong action is needed. Please support
me and the 100 other Members who
have already cosponsored this vital
legislation.

LET US NOT REPLACE
STAGNATION WITH STAMPEDE

(Mr. LEVIN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, in the last several weeks there has
been a remarkable reversal of direc-
tion by the Reagan administration.
First there was South Africa; the ad-
ministration abandoned its claim that
the only answer was ‘‘constructive en-
gagement.,”

Next, the administration ended its
do-nothing position on the huge trade
deficit. Then the administration ended
its long hybernation on the overvalued
dollar. Now, the administration has
abandoned its claim that America will
grow out of record deficits. It is urging
that we throw away the credit card
that bears its own signature.

I welcome this latest administration
reversal. The deficit indeed has repre-
sented and continues to represent an
overriding threat to our economic sta-
bility and growth. It is so overriding
that the remedy must be real and ap-
propriate. It also must be swift. But
we owe it to this country not to re-
place stagnation on the deficit with
stampede.

THE BALANCED BUDGET AND
EMERGENCY DEFICIT CON-
TROL ACT
(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act is being debated on the
floor of the other body even as I
speak, and I can only pray that we
have an opportunity to debate and
pass this most important legislation.
Although I'm new to this body, I'm
not wunfamiliar with the excesses
which have led us to a doubling of our
national debt in 5 short years. As the
Congress considers raising our nation-
al debt limit to $2 trillion, it is most
appropriate that we attach iron-clad
deficit reduction language.

The Emergency Deficit Control Act
is a straightforward approach to re-
ducing spending. By establishing maxi-
mum levels for deficits for the next 5
years, and by empowering the Presi-
dent to enforce such levels, we can
stop talking about cutting spending
and start actually doing it.

I wish drastic actions like this
weren't necessary; that Congress could
exercise the fiscal responsibility the
people demand. But the sad fact is, de-
spite all the rhetoric, Congress is
unable to run our Government in a fis-
cally responsible manner.

I can think of no better example of
empty promises and smoke and mirror
savings than those which were enacted
with passage of the compromise
budget for fiscal year 1986. The public
was told this great compromise would
save $56 billion next year. What
wasn't mentioned was that our budget
deficit would still be close to $200 bil-
lion. The truth is that the majority of
these savings have already evaporated.

I voted against this budget compro-
mise because I didn't believe it went
far enough toward reducing the prac-
tice of deficit spending. As deep in
debt as we are, this Congress was able
only to agree on measures which
barely, barely make a dent in our
annual budget deficits and do nothing
to curb our appetite for big spending.

Let’s not deceive ourselves. Even if
we pass the Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act we will still be faced with
tough choices and difficult tradeoffs.
But we don't enter into the process of
responsible government blindly. There
is a blueprint from which we can oper-
ate. It's called the Constitution, and I
believe it clearly defines what role the
Federal Government should play in
our lives and, subsequently, just how
deeply the Federal Government
should be digging into our pockets.

Even if the act fails, I'll continue to
press for fiscal responsibility and to
end deficit spending. It won't be an
easy task, but I think it is one which
the people demand and which I, as a
Member of Congress, have a responsi-
bility to deliver.
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GRAMM-LATERAL

(Mr. FRANK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, we are
having a chance to watch the great
scam. Set to music, I think it would be
a big sellout. What is happening is
this: Members of Congress who voted
to triple the budget for star wars;
Members of Congress who are voting
this week and who will vote in the
other body soon to continue to spend
billions in agricultural subsidies; Mem-
bers of Congress who gave you the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy, the
charter travel service around the
world for Members of Congress and
their friends, are now pretending to be
concerned about a balanced budget.

What we have brought forward is
procedurally quite striking. A funda-
mental change in the American system
of power being brought forward in a
coercive way as an amendment to the
debt limit bill in a way that does not
allow anyone to look seriously at what
is in it. The next time Members who
are supporting this raise procedural
objections to things going too fast in
the House, I hope they will remember
that.

But the fundamental point is that it
is flawed substantively. It would cut
equally medical care for desperately
needed elderly ill people and the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy. It
would protect part of defense while
cutting vital services.

The people who are putting this for-
ward did not put forward serious
budget reduction matters. We had in
the past what was known as Gramm-
Latta in 1981. This is the sequel. This
is the “Gramm-Lateral.” It is an effort
to get rid of the ball. It is an effort to
have Congress avoid making the tough
choices. People do not want to vote on
reducing farm subsidies; they do not
want to vote on tough ones, so they
are playing this game.

LIVER TRANSPLANT PATIENT FI-
NALLY GAINS ACCESS TO HOS-
PITAL CARE

(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently a young man from my district
in desperate need of a liver transplant
was refused admittance to one of the
two hospitals capable of performing
the procedure because he did not have
private insurance and could not guar-
antee payment of the $200,000 bill he
would incur.

This particular story fortunately
had a happy ending, thanks to the
caring attitude of Mrs. Pam Calamas,
social worker for Tarpon Springs Hos-
pital, and because, with the able assist-
ance of Congressmen MARKEY and
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WaxmMman, I was able to get the hospital
to relent and admit Gary for treat-
ment.

While this represents a case of
access to the most sophisticated tech-
nology, we are all aware of cases where
even routine emergency care has been
denied because of the patient’s inabil-
ity to pay.

I believe we should at least ensure
that emergency medical services are
available to all. For this reason, I have
introduced House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 178, which states that hospitals
should “provide an open door to pa-
tients regardless of ability to pay.”
There is no worthier piece of legisla-
tion to lend your name to than one
which could help save lives, and 1 hope
all my colleagues will join this effort
by cosponsoring House Concurrent
Resolution 178.

THE WILL THAT HAS BEEN
BROKEN

(Mr. COELHO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I find it
intriguing that my colleagues from the
other side of the aisle are, one-by-one,
getting up and talking about the wall
that has been broken. We have, basi-
cally, for years been trying to convince
the other side that Reagonomics does
not work; is not working; and one-by-
one today they are acknowledging
that and we appreciate it.

They talk about the fact that it is
important that the Congress be disci-
plined. As I understand the Gramm-
Rudman proposal, that we have en-
dorsed, would also tell the President
that he must be disciplined. I find it
intriguing that my colleagues contin-
ually avoid that part of the discussion.
We want a balanced budget; we want
the deficits reduced. I find it intrigu-
ing that all my colleagues are now
saying that Reagonomics has failed.

I should tell them, an interesting
thing happened in Hawaii on Satur-
day. A lot of people were focusing
their attention, including the Presi-
dent of the United States, on the fact
that three Democrats had switched
and became Republicans.
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And then there was a recall measure.
Sixty-two percent of the people of the
city of Honolulu voted, and those 62
percent decided to kick out those
three Republicans who decided to
switch parties. Now we are going to
have a special election, and we will
elect some Democrats and do what is
right.
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A STEP TOWARD A PERMANENT
SOLUTION OF THE DEFICIT
PROBLEM

(Mr. STRANG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, this
body will have the privilege of telling
our Nation that our commitment to
balancing our budget is more than
empty rhetoric. While a law passed in
these Chambers must be recognized
for its vulnerability to revocation by
future impassioned and politically op-
portunistic Members, nevertheless we
must all tell the American people that
we are deadly serious about settling
the Nation’s accounts.

Mr. Speaker, upon passage of the
Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, of which I am an original co-
sponsor, we will have started the first
effective step toward the permanent
solution to deficits and debts. That,
Mr. Speaker, will be balanced-budget
amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

COACH EDDIE ROBINSON OF
GRAMBLING UNIVERSITY—A
TEACHER OF MEN

(Mr. BREAUX asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join with thousands of others
who have congratulated Coach Eddie
Robinson of Grambling University, for
Coach Robinson’s achieving coaching
immortality by recording his 324th
football victory this past weekend,
making him the winningest college
football coach in all of America’s his-
tory.

Coach Robinson is more than just a
football coach, however; he is really a
teacher of men. In typical Coach Rob-
inson fashion, he said, that he was not
going to quit coaching, that he had
many victories left in him, and, that
he wanted to spread the credit around,
saying that the whole thing belongs to
Grambling, that whatever the record
is, it belongs to Grambling University.

We may talk about the win, lost
record, but that is really not the story.
The record is 44 years at one school,
one job, and one wife. Coach Robinson
is, like I said, not just a football coach
but a teacher of men. He also said to
his players:

Anybody here in this room can do any-
thing in the world he wants to do if he is
willing to prepare himself. This is what we
want you to do, to be better men for having
played the game. I just want to tell you that
you are living in the best country in the
world.

Mr. Speaker, I would only add that
those young men have the privilege of
being coached by one of the very best
men in America.
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BALANCED BUDGET AND EMER-
GENCY DEFICIT CONTROL ACT
OF 1985

(Mr. MONSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MONSON. Mr. Speaker, the
United States today is facing a crisis so
urgent and so severe that it threatens
to tear the very fabric of our economic
and political life. Since taking office in
January my number one priority has
been to balance the budget and reduce
the national debt—this is of para-
mount importance. With each vote
I've taken, I've kept in mind our severe
defict problem and my responsibility
as a Member of Congress to cut unnec-
essary Federal spending. I believe that
if I can do one thing for the future of
this country, it would be to see the na-
tional debt reduced, to place the defi-
cit on a declining path toward balance.

As an original cosponsor of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, I urge each of my
colleagues to support its passage. It is
a results oriented bill, it will balance
the budget by 1991. This bill reaffirms
Congress’ commitment to all Ameri-
cans and financial markets that we are
serious about getting the long-term
budget situation in order, It is realis-
tie, responsible, and provides truth in
budgeting but most of all it will get
the job done?

VUCANOVICH SUPPORTS THE
EMERGENCY DEFICIT REDUC-
TION ACT

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. VUCANOVICH Mr. Speaker,
for the first time in a long-time, we
have the opportunity to seriously
reduce the deficit. The Emergency
Deficit Reduction Act is a major
breakthrough for reducing spending
and achieving a balanced budget in
the very near future.

This bill is identical to the Gramm-
Rudman proposal which the other
body has been debating all weekend.
This legislation would require the
President to cut spending by an across-
the-board uniform percentage. These
cuts would be achieved by reducing
automatic spending increases by half
and by reducing discretionary spend-
ing by half. A tax increase would not
be necessary if these reductions are
met.

If we are serious about eliminating
the deficit, then the Emergency deficit
Reduction Act should have unanimous
support. This is a realistic and respon-
sible way to cut the deficit once and
for all without increasing taxes. I hope
all my colleagues will support this in-
novative approach so that deficits can
be eliminated for good.
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HYPOCRISY SEEN IN EFFORTS
TO BALANCE THE BUDGET

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, over
the last several months we have heard
the Democratic liberals come to this
body with a lot of pious speeches tell-
ing us how they want to reduce defi-
cits. But now the Democratic Party
leadership in this city has shown us
the party's true colors. They are big
spenders, and they do not want any-
thing to get in the way of their big
spending.

Let us just look at the record. We
have offered over the last several
months an opportunity for this House
to take up a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. What has
regularly happended to that? The
Democratic leadership has buried it in
committee.

We passed a law several years ago
aimed at balancing the budget of this
country by 1981. What happens? The
Democratic leadership regularly has
its membership voting to ignore that
law in vote after vote after vote.

We passed a Budget Act in this body
in the 1970's. What do we do? We pass
the budget, and then when it comes to
spending the money, we regularly
bring rules to this House floor that
waive the Budget Act, and we go
ahead and spend the money. We have
spent $150 billion more than our cwn
budgets in the last 5 years.

Now there is a new approach aimed
at balancing the budget within a 6-
year period—the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act. What
are the Democratic leaders trying to
do with that? They are trying to delay
it, and they are trying to scuttle it.

Well, there is a name for people who
say one thing and do another. It is not
a very nice name, but it is an accurate
name for what the Democratic leader-
ship is doing. That name is hypocrisy.

THE EMERGENCY DEFICIT RE-
DUCTION ACT—MORE THAN
JUST TALK

(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to review and extend
her remarks.

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, many
in this House and in the other body
have spent almost the entire year
wringing their hands and talking
about the national budget deficit.

Unfortunately, that is almost all we
have done—talk. Now we have an op-
portunity to do somethng positive to
bring the deficit under control.

The effect of the massive deficit is
acknowledged by everyone. It is a de-
stroyer of jobs, of trade, of business
expansion. It is the thief which robs
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not just us,
grandchildren.

The Emergency Deficit Reduction
Act is a plan which finally goes
beyond mere talk. If we really mean to
do something to bring this cancer
which is eating up our taxpaying citi-
zens, under control, now is the time.

When we are about to consider rais-
ing the debt limit yet again to new un-
precedented heights, we owe our citi-
zens a ray of hope that the Congress
can learn to live within its means.

Let us pass this plan and reaffirm
our confidence in the future of our
country.

but our children and

AN ATTEMPT TO BRING ABOUT
FISCAL SANITY

(Mr. CRAIG asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, the issue
is: A $2 trillion debt and a $200 billion
deficit, historic marks for this country
to debate.

The other body has been debating
this for 2 days in its attempt to bring
about a solution to develop a gradual
process by which to bring the deficit
into control and to slow the rate of the
debt. Yet my farm boy ears from
Idaho hear some very distinct squeal-
ing going on, not only in this body but
in the body across the Rotunda. That
squealing sounds like the little piglet
whose nose was caught in the trough.
That squealing comes from the big
spenders who simply do not want to
give up the opportunity to continue to
spend and then return to their con-
stituents and say, “Look at what I did
for you yesterday.” Well big spenders,
what you did for taxpayer's yesterday
was to give them unprecedented debt
and unprecedented deficit.

Will the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act work? I do
not know if it will work. I guess I am
cynical enough to say the only thing
that will work is a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget.
But let us try and let us give the
American public the unique opportu-
nity to measure this Congress and the
votes of its Members against their
rhetoric, because it will be a vote on
this issue that will say whether we are
truly sincere in reducing the deficit
and bringing about fiscal sanity.
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ELIMINATE GOVERNMENT
DEFICIT SPENDING

(Mr. COBEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. COBEY. Mr. Speaker, the other
body is currently considering deficit
reduction legislation that if enacted,
could balance our enormous budget
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deficit by the year 1991. If passed, we
in the House, will have the opportuni-
ty to vote on this measure because it's
attached to the debt-ceiling extension
that will raise the Federal debt to over
$2 trillion.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot in good con-
science support raising the debt of this
country unless we take sound, respon-
sible action to eliminate our deficit
spending. This deficit reduction meas-
ure is the first responsible action
taken by this Congress to achieve, in
an orderly manner, a balanced budget
over the next 6 years. I cosponsored
this legislation because the citizens in
this country are demanding their Con-
gress to tighten its' belt, and to make
the kind of decisions that are neces-
sary for us to move forward to secur-
ing a strong financial base for the
future. This legislation will provide
the impetus to reduce trade imbal-
ances that are plaguing our Nation,
and will create a sound foundation for
investment and economic growth.

CONDOLENCES TO THE FAMILY
OF ARKADY KATAKOV

(Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MARTIN of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I am here on the behalf of many of
us to extend our sympathies to the
family of Arkady Katakov.

Although the Soviet Union has not
publicly sympathized with those fami-
lies who have lost someone to the
ranks of terrorism, I believe we should.
As the counselor’s secretary, he de-
served the right of protection. We still,
as a nation, have held by terrorists
some of our citizens; now the Soviets
have an additional three and one
death.

For that the message should be
clear. First, release all. Second, our
hearts go out to those families we
have across the ocean as worried as
our families here. And third, that ter-
rorism and the superpowers are dan-
gerous adversaries, and that this is one
area that the Soviet Union and the
United States might find a route for
cooperation to protect their own em-
bassies and their own people.

STRAIGHT UP OR DOWN VOTE
ON GRAMM-MACK DEFICIT RE-
DUCTION PROPOSAL

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, it is
obvious that there is a serious national
issue developing since the other body
has been in session on Saturday and
Sunday and we are actually here on a
Monday. So it is clear that there is
something brewing.
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I found it interesting in this morn-
ing’s 1-minutes that a number of liber-
al Democrats who were eager and ex-
cited about attacking the President for
what they called Reagan's deficits are
now very concerned that in fact the
Gramm-Mack proposal may lead to a
real change in deficits, may control,
spending, and may bring this Govern-
ment under control.

The challenge to this House will be
to allow an up or down vote. I want to
emphasize that. The key question for
this House is whether or not the
Democratic leadership will allow a
straight up-or-down vote on the
Gramm-Mack proposal and let every-
one see once and for all where every
Member stands on a serious and clear-
cut plan that in 5 years would bring us
to a balanced budget. That is the key
question. Will the leadership allow us
to have debate, and then to have a
straight up or down vote, or will they
in fact try by parlimentary maneuver
to hide from the American people the
unwillingness of the liberal wing of
the Democratic Party to control
spending?

RAISING ISSUE OF HUMAN
RIGHTS WITH SOVIET UNION

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
the jockeying and positioning for the
Geneva summit between the President
and Prime Minister Gorbachev has
started. There has been a flurry of
press reports relating to both sides’ po-
sitions. The President has drawn the
line relating to star wars. The Soviet
leader has made an offer of 50 percent
in reduction of offensive weapons. He
has urged a Soviet dialog with our
British and French allies separate
from the United States.

It is uncertain whether this summit,
which is critically important to the
future of our Nation and to the world,
will be more propaganda than sub-
stance. In the positive lionization of
Mr. Gorbachev by the Western News
was a very regrettable omission: his
very unrelenting stance on human
rights. He waxed indignant and ranted
and raved when he was questioned re-
lating to the human rights practices of
the Soviet Union.

Mr. Speaker, I will be circulating a
letter to all my colleagues asking that
the President raise the issue of human
rights with the Soviet Union as a high
level agenda item. The Soviet record is
poor and gets poorer every day in this
arena. Political prisoners are tortured
and Jewish emigration continues to be
stifled. This is one summit that should
not be left to issues relating to strate-
gic weapons and arms control. The
United States should stand behind
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arms control and human rights observ-
ance by the Soviets. I hope everyone
signs the letter I will be circulating
asking our President to raise the
human rights issue at the summit with
Mr. Gorbachev on an urgent priority
basis.

STRAIGHTEN UP THE
REPRESENTATION MAPS

(Mr. DORNAN of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise as another cosponsor of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act. Rather than
repeat some of the excellent words of
our colleagues who spoke before me on
this, I would like to point out that
there is a fall-back position to balance
the budget if the Supreme Court rules
correctly this session.

Today, the U.S. Supreme Court has
taken up the case of Bandemar versus
Davis. This case concerns gerryman-
dering in the State of Indiana. The
Court ruling will affect at least 28
other States, including my own, where
the mapping out of the districts we
represent is so ugly, so nonsensical,
particularly in California, that the
voters still sneer in disbelief.

Mr, Speaker, you've seen those Cali-
fornia maps. I ask the Chair, these
maps are disgusting are they not?
Nobody can believe this has happened
to our country. It's outrageous. They
look like Rohrsach tests—the late Phil
Burton said the California maps were
his contribution to modern American
abstract art.

I hope it is a dawning of a new day
with the 100th Congress. I hope in
California we finally get a 50-50 repre-
sentation in California, which would
reflect the last three elections, not the
27 to 18, that we have now. Let’s hope
the Supreme Court doesn't abort jus-
tice on this one.

A footnote, Mr. Speaker, some Mem-
bers may find it of interest that a
young private nurse who had taken
care of Rock Hudson these last few
months said to her congregation at a
church in Westwood, CA, yesterday,
that on September 14 at 7 o'clock in
the evening, Mr. Rock Hudson had ac-
cepted our Lord Jesus Christ as his
Saviour. So in the last 18 days of his
life, Rock found more riches than he
had ever known in all his years as a
star in the Hollywood motion picture
community.

CONGRATULATIONS TO COACH
ROBINSON
(Mr. MOORE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, we take a
lot of things very seriously in Louisi-
ana, and one of them is football. As
most of you probably know, one of our
most esteemed coaches Coach Eddie
Robinson at Grambling College, a
coach there for 44 years, just became
the winningest college football coach
in history when he won his 324th
game as head coach at Grambling.
That is quite a record. He is guite an
individual.

He only needs three more victories
to have won more games than any pro-
fessional football coach. He would be
passing George Halas' record with just
three more victories. That would make
him arguably the finest coach in foot-
ball history.

As one of his players said, and
summed it up best, “Sometimes after
practice, we just stand and look at
him.” They are that much in awe of
him, and so are most of us sports fans.

Coach, congratulations. Here is
hoping you have many, many more
years of continued victories.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of
rule I, the Chair announces that he
will postpone further proceedings
today on each motion to suspend the
rules of which a recorded vote or the
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which
the vote is objected to under clause 4
of rule XV.

Such rolleall votes, if postponed, will
be taken later today.

MILITARY MEDICAL
MALPRACTICE

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass
the bill (H.R. 3174) to amend chapter
171 of title 28, United States Code, to
allow members of the Armed Forces to
sue the United States for damages for
certain injuries caused by improper
medical care, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3174

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. cﬁlﬁﬂus FOR IMPROPER MEDICAL

(a) CoGNi1zaBLE Craims.—Chapter 171 of
title 28, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:

*“§ 2681. Certain claims by members of the Armed
Forces

“(a) CraiMs ofF MEMBERS OF ARMED
Forces.—Subject to all the provisions of
this chapter, claims may be brought under
this chapter for damages against the United
States for personal injury or death of a
member of the Armed Forces serving on
active duty or on full-time National Guard
duty (as defined in section 101(42) of title
10), under the conditions prescribed in this
section.
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“(b) WHERE CARE PERFORMED.—The per-
sonal injury or death referred to in subsec-
tion (a) must have arisen out of medical or
dental care furnished the member of the
Armed Forces in a fixed medical facility op-
erated by the Secretary of a military depart-
ment or any other fixed medical facility op-
erated by the United States.

“(e) DeFInIiTIONS.—FOr purposes of this
section:

(1) The term ‘fixed medical facility’
means a medical center, hospital, or clinic
that is located in a building, structure, or
other improvement to real property.

“(2) The term ‘personal injury’ does not
include mental or emotional disability
unless it is the direct result of a physicial
injury.

“(d) REDUCTION OF CLAIMS BY OTHER BENE-
FITs.—The payment of any claim for person-
al injury or death of a member of the
Armed Forces under this section shall be re-
duced by the present value of other benefits
received by the member and the member's
estate, survivors, and beneficiaries, under
title 10, title 37, or title 38 that are attribut-
able to the personal injury or death from
which the claim arose.".

(b) CreEricAL AMENDMENT—The table of
sections for chapter 171 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

“2681. Certain claims by members of the
Armed Forces.”.
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.-

Section 2681 of title 28, United States
Code, as added by Section 1 of this Act,
shall apply only with respect to personal in-
juries or deaths occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a
second demanded?

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a second.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With-
out objection, a second will be consid-
ered as ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK-
MaN] will be recognized for 20 minutes
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Kinpness] will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr, GLICKMAN].

Mr. GLICKEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3174 sponsored by
a bipartisan group of 84 House Mem-
bers extends jurisdiction under the
Federal Tort Claims Act so as to allow
members of the U.S. armed services to
sue the U.S. Government for mediecal
or dental malpractice that occurs in a
fixed medical facility which is operat-
ed by the United States Government
or by the Department of Defense.

In Feres versus United States, the
Supreme Court held that active duty
military personnel are precluded from
suing the Government for medical or
dental malpractice. However, civilians
who have access to Government medi-
cal facilities are allowed to sue the
Government for medical or dental
malpractice. This includes dependents
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of active duty service personnel and
retired military personnel. In fact,
even Federal prisoners who are the
victims of medical malpractice in Gov-
ernment-operated medical facilities
are allowed to sue in such circum-
stances. A child or spouse of an active
duty service member has such right, a
convicted felon in a Federal peniten-
tiary has that right, it is only our
people in uniform who don't.

I think that asking the men and
women in the military to put their
lives on the line for their country is
enough. It is simply asking too much
to expect them to suffer injuries as
the result of medical malpractice and
have no redress when others who use
these same facilities do.

H.R. 3174 would add a new section to
the Federal Tort Claims Act. This sec-
tion, section 2681, will grant Armed
Forces personnel the right to assert
claims for medical or dental malprac-
tice under the Federal Tort Claims
Act. This section, however, is subject
to the condition that the claim arise
out of medical or dental care fur-
nished to the military member in a
fixed medical facility which is operat-
ed by the U.S. Government.

I want to make it clear that this leg-
islation is subject to all the provisions
in the Federal Tort Claims Act, which
include not allowing suits for combat
activities or claims which arise in For-
eign Claims. The Federal Tort Claims
Act also excludes suits for intentional
torts. Additionally, the Federal Tort
Claims Act limits attorneys fees to 25

percent, provides no right to a jury
trial and imposes a 2-year statute of

limitations. Furthermore, suits
brought under this section are subject
to the substantive tort laws of the
State in which the injury occurs.
Hence, since a number of States are
making reforms in this area, adoption
of this legislation would in no way un-
dermine those changes.

Section 2681 also provides that any
judgment awarded in the types of
claims to be allowed under this section
would be reduced by the present value
of other benefits that are available
from the Government. This section
would prevent military personnel from
being paid twice for the same injury.

The amended bill has several techni-
cal and clarifying changes. On page 2,
line 18, the word “treatment” has been
deleted. This change was made so as to
be consistent with the definition in
section (e).

Added to section (e¢) is a technical
amendment, the purpose of which is
to clarify what is not meant by the
term “personal injury.” In this legisla-
tion, personal injury does not include
mental or emotional disability unless
it is the direct result of a physical
injury.

Another clarifying and conforming
amendment is in section (d) on page 3
of the amended bill. This additional
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language is to make this section con-
form with section (a). Section (d) is
the reduction of claims section and
this additional language should make
the intent of the legislation more
clear.

The other amendment is strictly
technical in that the words “the first
section” have been changed to ‘‘sec-
tion 1.”

These amendments do not change
the substantive provisions of the bill,
but rather are technical changes
which are meant to make the language
of the bill more clear.

Mr. Speaker, I might add that the
Subcommittee on Administrative Law
and Governmental Relations held ex-
tensive hearings on this legislation
and heard from several witnesses who
have suffered horrible injuries due to
military medical malpractice and who
have no judicial recourse. These wit-
nesses told a series of horror stories
which I think point out the absolute
necessity for the passage of this legis-
lation.

I would like to commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for having sponsored this bill and
all the work and help he has been to
the committee in getting this bill to
the floor. I also want to thank my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
for their participation and support of
this legislation—especially the ranking
member, the gentleman from Ohio,
who has been a tremendous help in
seeing this legislation proceed.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge, all my
colleagues in the House to vote in
favor of this legislation.
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Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 3174 and I shall begin by
acknowledging that the position of the
administration with respect to this bill
is a position of opposition to it. An ar-
gument can be well stated that there
is the possibility of additional cost
being incurred by the Department of
Defense as a result of the enactment
of this measure into law. An argument
may also be made with every bit as
much weight that whatever that addi-
tional cost is that would represent re-
coveries for medical malpractice under
this legislation, whatever that cost is,
should not come out of the hides of
our service people who are wronged in
the practice of medicine in military
medical facilities.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
GrickMaN], the chairman of the sub-
committee, has very well described and
pointed out the characteristics of this
bill and the way in which it would op-
erate. It is carving out an exception to
the Feres doctrine, which has been the
rule with respect to members of the
military services under the Federal
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Tort Claims Act, but there is such
strong reason for it that I would urge
that our colleagues support H.R. 3174
and hope that we will be able to create
greater equity in the treatment ac-
corded to members of the military
services when there is that occasion of
medical malpractice affecting them in
military hospitals and facilities in the
United States and not in combat situa-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, it would be difficult for
me to underrate the efforts and abili-
ties that have been put forward to
bring this legislation to this point by
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
GLICKMAN], the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Frank], the author of
the legislation, and others who have
been involved in the support of this
measure, who all see on a bipartisan
basis the need for this equity to be cre-
ated in our law under the Federal Tort
Claims Act.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge support of
H.R. 3174.

Mr. Speaker, I would reserve the bal-
ance of my time if the gentleman from
Kansas has other speakers.

Mr. GLICKMAN. We have at least
three additional speakers, I would say
to the gentleman form Ohio.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. PRANK].

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I very much appreciate
the support and the work that has
been done by the gentleman from
Ohio. I appreciate his acknowledging
that the administration was opposed
to the bill. I wish they had supported
it. I guess in a way I am glad that they
did oppose it because I am not sure my
friend, the gentleman from Kansas,
could stand the shock of seeing me
and the President on the same side 2
weeks in a row. He is still assimilating
last week’s alliance..

Mr. Speaker, I want to also thank
the gentleman from Kansas. When he
assumed the chairmanship of this sub-
committee, in a very brief time he
brought to bear his very considerable
skills on this legislation, intellectual
and managerial, and has brought for-
ward a very good bill. I mean to
extend this as well to the gentleman
from Ohio. Sometimes when we say
this it is routine, but there were some
serious questions about this bill. This
bill is an amended version. The gentle-
man from Ohio was given some con-
cerns by the administration, and I
think we were able to work with them
in a very reasonable way. We wanted
to avoid the possibility which was
raised to us that someone might sue
for medical malpractice because he or
she contested an evaluation that said
he or she was not psychiatrically fit
for a particular rating.
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This bill is intended, and I think we
have language that rules out that pos-
sibility. A psychiatrist or medical
person who gives a good-faith evalua-
tion of someone's capacity is going to
be protected and the Federal Govern-
ment will be protected, and we ought
to make clear that this is not a bill to
sue doctors. This is a bill that allows a
person, as everybody else can do
except people in the armed services, to
sue the Federal Government, but it
would not allow a suit against the Fed-
eral Government for psychiatric eval-
uation. It does say that if a person is
mistreated, whether for a psychiatric
or other illness, if that person is given
any form of treatment involving medi-
cation or any other form of treatment
and that results in unnecessary injury
through negligence, that person may
sue, and sue for pain and suffering and
everything else. But there has to be
that treatment that is given for the ill-
ness that is found to be negligent and
the cause that triggers it.

We thank the gentleman from Ohio
for helping us, I think, tighten the bill
up.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would certainly

concur in the gentleman’s interpreta-
tion that he has expressed of the lan-
guage that has been added in subsec-
tion (e). I think that is exactly what is

intended, and I think it is an essential
part of the equity of this measure.

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman,
because we believe it is important that
we have this guidance for future inter-
pretations for all parties.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to pay trib-
ute to one absent, a former Member of
this House. Sometimes we can be here
for a while and have trouble getting a
bill passed. Our former colleague, the
gentleman from Arizona, Mr. McNul-
ty, was the one who first introduced
this bill and interested me and others
in it, and I think without his efforts,
even though he is no longer serving in
this body, the bill would not have
come forward.

I also want to pay tribute to an orga-
nization called the Committee Against
Military Injustice. Candor compels me
to say that they are not wholly satis-
fied with this bill. They would like it
to go further. I think that underlines
for Members that this is a very limit-
ed, carefully structured measure. It
may be that in the future there will be
a need to go further, but we may have
some experience with that before.
They would like it to have somewhat
broader coverage.

What it does is very simple. Right
now everybody in the United States
who is the victim of malpractice in a
military hospital or military facility
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can sue, except members of the armed
services. What we say is that members
of the armed services now have the
same right as civilians. I do not think
that that is a radical step. It excludes
combat-type operations. No one is
going to be suing Hawkeye under this
bill. It is a fairly limited right.

I also want to add that we do not
mean by this, and I know I speak for
my colleagues here, to indict military
medicine. This is not a statement one
way or the other about the quality of
military medicine. In fact, what we are
saying is that victims of malpractice,
and fortunately that is rare, if they
are civilians can sue their civilian
doctor. We are simply giving the mem-
bers of the armed services the same
right vis-a-vis military medicine that
civilians have vis-a-vis civilian medi-
cine, and that in itself can hardly be
considered an indictment.

I am one who believes that the
whole malpractice system probably
ought to be revised. I am prepared to
join with Members to the extent that
there is a Federal role in this, and it is
not a State role, in revising the mal-
practice system. I do not think that
the tort liability system is the best
way to handle it, but as long as that is
the only method, it seems to us unfair
to deny it to members of the armed
services. We are simply giving mem-
bers of the armed services the same
rights as others.

It does not mean that doctors are at
risk. It is the Federal Government,
under the Federal Tort Claims Act,
that can be sued. It is not the individ-
ual doctor. It is, I think, a fairly mod-
erate response to an important prob-
lem, and in the end I think all of us
regard this as a very promilitary deci-
sion.

We are saying to the young men and
women who have volunteered to
defend their country, ‘“We do not want
you to have less rights in a given situa-
tion than a civilian. We value your
services. We want to protect you." We
are not saying that military medical
malpractice is rampant. We are saying
in those few instances when it occurs,
we do not want to discriminate against
members of our armed services.

I thank the gentleman from Kansas
again for his leadership, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio for his cooperation.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FisH].

Mr. FISH. I thank the gentleman for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, my praise, also, goes to
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the ranking minority member for this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 3174, which would amend the
Federal Tort Claims Act to permit
active duty members of the Armed
Forces to sue the United States in cer-
tain malpractice cases.
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For too long, men and women in
American military services have been
denied a basic right. Unlike all other
citizens, military personnel have abso-
lutely no right to sue for medical mal-
practice when they have been harmed
by acts or omissions in military hospi-
tals or clinics.

This situation must not be allowed
to continue. Military personnel are
now eligible for disability compensa-
tion when they are the victims of med-
ical malpractice in military hospitals.
But often that is not compensation
enough to cover their injuries.

Under the Feres doctrine, military
personnel are prohibited from suing
the U.S. Government. There are no
exceptions to this barrier.

This bill would exclude medical mal-
practice in military hospitals from
that doctrine affording military per-
sonnel a legal recourse all other citi-
zens enjoy. It also adds a measure of
discipline for our military’s medical
personnel, holding them accountable
for their actions.

It should be emphasized at the
outset that this is a limited modifica-
tion of the Feres doctrine. Suits for
malpractice under the terms of H.R.
3174 could only be brought if the mal-
practice occurred at a medical facility
operated by the Department of De-
fense inside the United States. Fur-
thermore, the current exemptions
from the Federal Tort Claims Act
dealing with claims arising out of
combat activities and claims arising in
foreign countries would still be appli-
cable here. See: 28 U.S.C. 2680 (j), (k).
This means that malpractice actions
could not be brought as a result of in-
juries occurring in combat or in in-
stances where the asserted malprac-
tice may have occurred at an Armed
Forces facility overseas.

The phenomenon of medical mal-
practice is not unique to military fa-
cilities, and the terms of H.R. 3174 are
not intended to be critical of medical
or dental officers now serving in the
Armed Forces. What is unique about
the current situation is that a member
of the Armed Forces who is a victim of
malpractice does not have the normal
legal recourse available to him or her.
The existing compensation system is
simply not an adequate financial re-
sponse to the injuries and suffering
that can be brought about by isolated
medical malpractice situations.

This legislation does not undermine
the very valid disciplinary and
accountability concerns that were the
basis of the Supreme Court decision in
the Feres case. Again, combat situa-
tions and claims arising in foreign
countries are excluded from the cover-
age of H.R. 3174. We simply should
not allow a system to continue that se-
riously undermines the confidence
that military personnel should have in
their medical care.
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I urge an “aye" vote.

O 1330

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs.
SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I thank the
gentleman from Kansas for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have the great honor
of serving on both the Armed Services
Committee and the Judiciary Commit-
tee. On the Armed Services Commit-
tee, I serve on the Personnel Subcom-
mittee, and constantly worry about
how this Government treats its mili-
tary personnel.

So often in defense everybody gets
so caught up in what we are procuring
that we forget about the people who
have to run it and are out there with
their lives on the line all of the time. I
do not think it is any great secret that
those who have made lots of money
out of the Defense Department are
not the people in uniform, not the
people who are really threatened and
have their lives on the line.

Let us talk about the basic thing this
bill does. This bill says that the people
who are on call 24 hours a day to pro-
tect our rights and liberties will now
get the same rights that their children
and dependents have. Dependents’
rights were derivative from military
personnel but they have stronger
rights than the people on active duty
who were out there protecting us.
Whoever heard of derivative right
being better than primary rights. It
does not make any sense. This bill says
that military personnel are going to
get the same rights that civilians get
and the same rights that their own de-
pendents get.

You know that is really a crazy way
to treat people whose lives are on the
line 24 hours a day protecting us. We
give them less protection than every-
body else.

This bill corrects that.

I really want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN]
who just took over this subcommittee,
and this is one of the first bills he has
moved very rapidly and brought to the
floor. He had very extensive hearings
showing why this bill is so important.
Everybody has worked so hard on this.
It makes so much sense that it is
almost embarrassing to stand up here
and talk about it. It is incredible that
it was not done long ago.

All of these people work for the
same flag and all of these people live
under the same flag, and it certainly
seems that they ought to be treated
the same. That is really what this is
all about, and again I thank everyone
and urge the passage of the bill as
soon as possible.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND].
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Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to speak in opposition
to the suspension of the rules on H.R.
3174. I know that the immediate basis
for this legislation, is the spate of
tragic incidents that have been de-
tailed at the Subcommittee on Admin-
istrative Law and Governmental Rela-
tions’ hearing. Nevertheless, I am com-
pelled to bring to my colleagues’ atten-
tion the paradoxical situation we find
ourselves in today.

While on the one hand, several bills
have been introduced to reform medi-
cal malpractice as the result of a rec-
ognition that the Nation’s liability
laws are no longer responsive to the
best interests of our society, we are
being asked today to add to that soci-
etal problem by adding a whole new
class of claims. To ask this body to
take such an action today, with insuf-
ficient deliberation on this issue which
has evoked such emotion in hearings
and notice in the media, serves neither
us nor the people we represent, well.

Let me tell you what this legislation
does. Briefly, it permits active duty
members of the Armed Forces to bring
actions against the United States for
medical and dental malpractice which
occurs in a fixed medical facility that
is operated by the United States or the
Department of Defense under the
Federal Tort Claims Act. By so doing,
this very short bill overturns a legal
precedent set 35 years ago. Instead of
relying upon an established system
which can be improved to work for the
benefit of the injured party, H.R. 3174
potentially adds thousands of cases to
an already overburdened civil court
system.

As worrisome to me, however, is
what this bill does not do. Does it con-
sider the quality of medical care in the
military medical system? No; does it
look at consolidating medical author-
ity? No; does it propose innovative re-
cruitment methods to attract highly
skilled physicians? No; does it rec-
ommend a monitoring of performance
of medical personnel? No; it just does
not address the real issue that should
be of concern to us—the best medical
care for the best military men and
women in the world.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that it not pass,
under suspension of the rules.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, I appreci-
ate the gentleman yielding, and appre-
ciate the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. RowrLanp] sharing his expertise
with us.

But I would like to point out with
regard to doing this under suspension
of the rules, the only amendment of
any substance that arose has been ac-
cepted, it has been worked out.

That is to say, if you agree with this
in principle, and you have some de-
tailed question or subordinate ques-
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tion that arose in the process, it has
been dealt with.

The questions the gentleman from
Georgia has addressed could not be
cured if we took this bill up under the
regular calendar, because the ques-
tions he is raising are questions not
within the jurisdiction of the Judici-
ary Committee. The Judiciary Com-
mittee has the jurisdiction over tort
claims, and so even if this were not
under suspension, I agree with the
gentleman that there are things that
ought to be addressed, and the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. WybpeEN] who
will be speaking in a moment has done
a great deal to try to improve the qual-
ity of medical care and medicine in the
military in general. But even if this
were to be taken up and dealt with
under the regular calendar, we could
not take care of those problems under
this bill in this committee, or even
under amendment any of the items
that the gentleman has raised because
that is not a real issue, because to the
extent that there were differences
that came up, they have been worked
out.

So we are not saying that military
medicine is perfect or imperfect, or
malpractice is good or bad. It is a
single point: Do not discriminate
against the marines. Do not let that
soldier’'s wife and children or private
citizens sue when he himself cannot.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. WypeN] one of the lead-
ers on this issue of military health
care.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend our colleague from Massa-
chusetts, [Mr. FranNk] for a tremen-
dous job, and also the gentleman from
Kansas, Chairman GuLickManN, for
their exceptional leadership.

If we pass the bill sponsored by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FraNK] we can create a new recruiting
poster for the military. It would say:
“Join the military. You won't lose
your rights."”

Unfortunately, that can’'t be said
today. Military personnel injured as a
result of medical malpractice have no
recourse. The legislation before us
today will change that, and give our
servicemen and women the same
rights as other Americans.

There are several things that must
be done to improve military medicine.
Earlier this year in response to a re-
quest from me, the Defense Depart-
ment estimated that more than 20 per-
cent of their physicians did not have a
current medical license. This estimate
was later confirmed by an analysis
done by the American Medical Asso-
ciation.

Several weeks ago, an amendment I
offered to the defense authorization
bill requiring that all military physi-
cians have a current, valid license was
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accepted and later agreed to in confer-
ence. So we're making progress. The
bill before us today will take us an-
other step forward when it's adopted.

Even after this bill is passed, there
will be more to do. The gentleman
from Washington, Congressman
Dicks, has led the effort to strengthen
the quality of military personnel
through the Appropriations Commit-
tee. We also should pass comprehen-
sive legislation reforming our entire
medical malpractice system.

The bill we are considering now
holds military doctors accountable but
not hostage. With it, we can assure our
citizens that when they join the mili-
tary, they do not lose their rights.
That'’s why it should be passed.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank my col-
league from Oregon and, Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Dicks], a
member of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, who has been
working on this issue.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend Chairman GricKMAN and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. FrRank], as well as the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. WypeN], who have
been the leaders, along with their col-
leagues on the minority side. I think
this is a very important piece of legis-
lation. It is one aspect of our effort to
do something about a crisis that exists
today the quality of medical care that
is being provided for our service
people.

1 serve on the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee in the House. I
know the work that has been done by
the Armed Services Committee.

Today we have major personnel
shortages in our military hospitals
around the country. I happen to be-
lieve that our military leadership has
been negligent in not providing an
adequate level of staffing. We do not
have enough nurses, we do not have
enough skilled personnel in these hos-
pitals, and because of it, we are seeing
an escalation in the number of law-
suits that are being brought each year
by people who have been injured by
that health care system.

My colleague from Oregon [Mr.
WypEN] has made a first step in trying
to make sure that we get people with
licenses, active State licenses. I have
now made a step on the defense appro-
priation bill to get $40 million added
so that we could start getting the per-
sonnel levels up to 80 percent of what
they should be at military hospitals.

But my colleagues, this legislation is
needed because I think it is wrong to
take away an individual service per-
son’s right to bring a lawsuit when we
have problems occurring because of
understaffing. We in the Congress
have got to insist that adequate per-
sonnel levels are met.

I agree with the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Frank] that this
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legislation is one part of the solution.
But we have to deal with personnel,
we have to deal with the quality of
people that are providing these serv-
ices. I am not going to rest, and I know
the Members here are not going to
rest until we get this problem correct-
ed.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, how
much time do I have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICK-
MAN] has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLaT-
TERY].

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 3174, legislation
that will allow members of the Armed
Forces to sue the United States for
damages for certain injuries caused by
improper medical care.

Members of the U.S. Armed Forces
who have suffered from medical mal-
practice in military hospitals have
been barred from bringing negligence
suits under the Supreme Court's inter-
pretation of the Federal Tort Claims
Act. I believe this is unfair. Currently,
military dependents and retirees can
bring lawsuits for malpractice which
occurs in fixed medical treatment fa-
cilities which are operated by the Sec-
retary of a Military Department or the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this legis-
lation will result in improved morale
among military personnel. Men and
women who are on active duty with
the U.S. Armed Forces should be af-
forded the same rights as a private in-
dividual who submits himself or her-
self to medical or dental care, even
though that care is extended by the
Government.

I commend the author of this legis-
lation, Representative FRANK, and my
distinguished colleague from Kansas
[Mr. GrLickman] for the careful work
they performed in the Subcommittee
on Administrative Law while develop-
ing this legislation. I am proud to co-
sponsor this important legislation and
I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yvield 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. GraY]

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. I thank my
friend from Kansas for yielding and
want to commend him as well as the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Frank] and the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KinpNess] for bringing forth this
legislation.

As my colleagues know, C-SPAN
televised the hearings, Mr. Speaker, on
this very important matter. I cannot
believe some of the horror stories that
were alluded to by members of the
families of people serving in the mili-
tary.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. KanJorski] and I have some con-
cern, I would say to my friend from
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Kansas, that there is no limit as to
how much a plaintiff can get in the
way of a judgment under the bill, how-
ever I am strongly supporting the
measure.

Mr. GLICKEMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I point out that
this legislation creates liability stand-
ards subject to State law; that is what
the Federal Tort Claims Act is. The
only thing I would tell my friend is
under the Federal Tort Claims Act,
you cannot get punitive damages, and
that is prohibited under Federal law.
Also, you are limited to the other as-
pects such as no right to a jury trial.

But I fully hope that the States will
take some action with respect to medi-
cal malpractice, some steps that need
to be taken.

But the basic issue here is fairness.
Should active-duty people be given the
same rights in noncombat situations as
their spouses and their children, and
even as Federal prisoners have.

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. I thank my
friend and strongly support the legis-
lation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time of the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. GLICKMAN] has expired.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. ROWLAND].

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman very much.

What we are talking about, in my
opinion, is the guality of medical care
in the military.

I have not heard one person here
say anything about this legislation im-
proving the quality of medical care in
the military. That is the thing that I
am concerned about.

If someone can tell me how this will
improve the quality of care, I will be
grateful.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. I yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker,
based upon our hearing testimony, we
heard from a lot of folks who use the
services of the military as well as
other witnesses that would indicate
that the threat of a lawsuit against
the Government for medical malprac-
tice would act as one of many deter-
rents, not the only one, but one of
many deterrents improving the quality
of health care, and improving the
quality of the type of physicians, im-
proving the quality of the physical
surroundings and all of those kinds of
things.

The fact that the U.S. Government
could be a defendent in a lawsuit is
one of these things that generally
would probably help as a part of many
other things in terms of the quality of
the medical care, so the deterrent
effect is there.
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That is not the only thing, but it
would be a constructive help in my
judgment.

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. That
may have some effect, but the fact is
that we are going to have to recruit
better physicians into the armed serv-
ices than we have had in the past.
What we are really going to have to do
is look for better physicians and try to
get them into the armed services, phy-
sicians who are dependable.

As I understand it, at this particular
point, the situation has improved con-
siderably over what it was at one point
in time, not nearly as bad as it was. So
I am concerned that we are opening
up the Federal Treasury here even
more to lawsuits which are so unneces-
sary, and in my opinion, really will not
improve the quality of medical care in
the military.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. I yield
to the gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding.

We need to protect the service men
and women while we are getting the
better doctors. And the fact of the
matter is that one way to improve care
is to improve accountability, and that
is why we support the legislation.

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Does
the gentleman think that being able to
sue is going to improve the quality of
care then?

Mr. WYDEN. If the gentleman will
yield further, we certainly think it
brings some accountability and some

responsibility to the system where
there is very little today.

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, my concern is the fact that
we do need to improve the quality of
care that our military personnel are
getting, but I am still very concerned
about this being the way to go about
it.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Georgia for injecting
in this discussion a very constructive
note. The bill, however, cannot ad-
dress the rest of the problem. I think
in response to the question that has
been presented as to whether improve-
ment in the health care services in the
military will be brought about by
reason of the passage of this legisla-
tion, I think there is indeed a great
likelihood that the enactment of this
bill into law would result in different
judgments with respect to personnel
in the health care systems within the
Department of Defense.

I think that is a lever that needs to
be applied. It is a part of the account-
ability factor mentioned by the gentle-
man from Oregon.

Mr. Speaker, before closing I would
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
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vania who asked that time be yielded
to him.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI].

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise first to compli-
ment the gentleman from Massachu-
setts and the gentleman from Kansas
for a very equitable piece of legislation
that attempts to bring into balance
the equities of all the parties involved
with military medical treatment.

However, as a tort lawyer myself in
the past, I think we are perhaps
remiss in not looking at the potential
liability to the Federal Treasury. I see
that this bill offers no cap; that is, any
amount of money could be recovered
by these injured plaintiffs. I fully un-
derstand we should not discriminate
against military plaintiffs any more
than we would against civilian plain-
tiffs against the U.S. Government in a
particular medical malpractice suit.
Perhaps this particular piece of reme-
dial legislation points up the fact that
the Congress is missing a great oppor-
tunity here, a total reevaluation of the
Federal Tort Claims Act, a total re-
evaluation of medical malpractice, and
a total reevaluation of product liabil-
ity law in the United States should be
made toward examining the need for a
cap.

The reason I say that is I have a per-
sonal experience in my district alone.
The U.S. Government was defendant
in a lawsuit in a vaccine case several
years ago. The recovery by a single
plaintiff was $19 million. The failure
to put a cap on this type of legislation
may subject the Federal Treasury of
the United States to hundreds of mil-
lions, perhaps billions, of dollars of li-
ability.

Now I am not opposed to that if we
have the horrendous treatment as de-
scribed by my colleagues from Massa-
chusetts, Kansas, and Illinois.

I think we are missing the opportu-
nity to not only address the Federal
Tort Claims Act with a cap, but to
look at medical malpractice across this
country for its terrible expense and
the need perhaps for remedial legisla-
tion, to put a cap on certainly product
liability. I think if we do this piece-
meal and then say that we have solved
the problem, I want to suggest to the
gentleman that you have not solved
the problem. The fact of the matter is,
by putting the Federal Treasury in the
position of paying for the liability in-
curred, we are not going to make these
doctors any better doctors. We are not
going to make the Joint Chiefs of
Staff any better overseers. It is the
Congress of the United States that has
to hold their feet to the fire.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN].
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Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

First of all, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania because I think he
raises an important point. As a matter
of fact, we do have legislation before
our subcommittee that tries to deal
with the issue of medical malpractice
on a more comprehensive basis, to es-
tablish the national standards medical
malpractice both from a Federal and
State basis. And I intend to pursue
that. I am also a very strong advocate
of looking at product liability. It has
gotten out of hand. There do need to
be substantive changes in the law in
this country whether from a Federal
or State basis. I do not object to that.
The States have perfect rights under
existing law, as the gentleman is well
aware, to make some of these changes
which are occurring and which, as the
gentleman is well aware, the changes
we are making today permit those re-
coveries to occur under State substan-
tive laws.

Fourth, I would say, as the gentle-
man is well aware, the Federal Tort
Claims Act does actually have some
limits that State laws do not, a limit
on punitive damages, a limit on law-
yers’ fees, those kinds of things.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, how would we be deny-
ing justice if we put a limit of $5 mil-
lion on a medical malpractice suit?

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Ohio yield to me?

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

First, I just want to respond to my
friend from Pennsylvania when he
says to us, “If you pass this and say
you have solved the problem you are
wrong.” Well, I do not know of anyone
who has said this has solved the prob-
lem. Frankly, I do not think much of
that as an argument against a substan-
tive piece of legislation. No one piece
of legislation solves all problems. We
try to make some things better, we
have committee jurisdictional prob-
lems, and so forth.

Second, I think he does the people a
disservice when he says that this
might cause billions of dollars in liabil-
ity. The Federal Tort Claims Act and
malpractice, as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania pointed out, is a more
limited right for everybody else al-
ready. We have not had any record of
the Treasury—most people in the
country can sue for malpractice
against the Federal Government right
now. The evidence simply is not there
in this particular regard.
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As I told the gentleman, yes, I am in
favor of some kind of limitations. But
when he asks us what injustice would
be done if we put a cap on, simply this:
I do not want the young men and
women who volunteer to fight for this
country and put their lives at risk to
have one less whit right than other
people do, and I do not like in princi-
ple saying to them, “Everybody else
can do it but you.” I am afraid where
that might lead.

I will join him in sponsoring legisla-
tion that deals with limitations for ev-
erybody, but I do not think it is right
in principle to finger out members of
the armed services when we have not
done it for anybody else.

Mr. KANJORSKI. If the gentleman
would yield, I welcome the gentleman
joining me in that. The only thing I
would say is, I would not oppose this
legislation, but let us not let it die
here. Let us attack this issue and see
what we can do about it.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1483, a bill to au-
thorize the Smithsonian to construct new
or upgraded facilities in Tucson, AZ and
Panama. At this time I would like to highly
commend the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA], who is a
regent of the Smithsonian, for his strong
leadership and bipartisan efforts in bring-
ing this legislation before the House today.

Mr. Speaker, the goal of the Smithsoni-
an, founded in 1846, is to promote the in-
crease and diffusion of knowledge. To ac-
complish this goal, the Smithsonian con-
ducts a broad variety of programs alone
and in cooperation with other institutions,
universities, and government agencies in
the United States and abroad. In a continu-
ing effort to accomplish this goal, H.R.
1483 authorizes the Smithsonian Institu-
tion to plan and construct new or upgraded
science facilities at two of its most signifi-
cant research installations, the Fred Law-
rence Whipple Observatory on Mount Hop-
kins in Arizona, and at the Smithsonian
Tropical Research Institute in Panama.
Passage of this legislation will help sustain
and expand scientific leadership in two key
areas, namely, astronomy/astrophysics and
tropical biology.

The Smithsonian currently operates re-
search facilities in each of these areas
which are used not only by Smithsonian
scientists and researchers, but by scientists,
scholars, researchers, and students from all
over the United States and other countries.

The proposals encompassed within the
legislation are not new programs but rather
ongoing programs in terms of simply up-
grading current inefficient and inadequate
facilities.

The Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory
[FLWO] is a major astronomical facility
that is used by approximately 90 scientists
a year for a wide variety of research
projects, especially for studies of the large-
scale structure and evolution of the uni-
verse. The observatory, which officially
opened in 1968, is located atop Mount Hop-
kins in Tuscon, AZ, and is the site of the
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multiple mirror telescope [MMT), built and
operated by the University of Arizona and
the Smithsonian Institution. The MMT is
the third largest optical telescope in the
world, and the first of a new generation of
giant advanced technology telescopes. The
Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory
[SAO] also operates two smaller telescopes
at Mount Hopkins, and a 10-meter diameter
light collector which is the most sensitive
in the world for ground-based searches for
high-energy gamma rays from celestial
sources.

Operations in support of the FLWO and
MMT are administered from a base camp,
presently located in Amado, AZ. The ad-
ministrative offices are located in an old
abandoned school building, which is rented
from the local school district. Maintenance
of the FLWO fleet of 76 vehicles, mostly
obtained from Government surplus, is car-
ried out in open sheds. Storage is primarily
out in the open. Tour groups and visitors
are assembled in a small inadequate room
of the school building prior to ascending to
the top of Mount Hopkins via surplus Gov-
ernment vans.

Access to the summit of Mount Hopkins
from the present base camp in Amado is
via a 18-mile dirt road, which requires con-
tinual maintenance by FLWO staff.

During the last decade, the Whipple Ob-
servatory has developed from a small field
station into one of the Nation’s foremost
astronomical research facilities, attracting
yearly to the Santa Cruz Valley tens of
hundreds of public visitors and scores of
professional astronomers from around the
world.

The operation of a large astronomical
observatory such as Whipple requires com-
putation and drafting facilities, public dis-
play areas, tool shops, vehicle maintenance
and storage areas, space for the receipt and
transshipment of equipment and supplies,
and administrative officers, all with access
to major transportation routes in order to
coordinate activities in several locations.
The observatory is, in effect, a small scien-
tific mountaintop town which must be su -
ported from the base camp. Thus, this legis-
lation would provide for replacement of
present base camp facilities to a site closer
to the summit of Mount Hopkins in the
U.S. Forest Service National Forest at
Montosa Canyon and an improved surface
to the present 18-mile dirt road to the
summit at a cost of $4.5 million.

In addition, the legislation provides for
improved facilities at the Smithsonian
Tropical Research Institute [STRI], located
in the Republic of Panama, which is the
principal United States center for tropical
biology. Many of the easiest advances in
tropical biology are behind us, yet continu-
ing advances in tropical biology are essen-
tial to the economic and environmental
health of both the developing and the de-
veloped worlds.

Beginning in the 1960’s and continuing at
an ever increasing pace, insights derived
from experience in the tropics have revolu-
tionized the biological sciences. STRI has
played a decisive role in that development
as a result of staff research and the pro-
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ductivity of visiting scientists. In addition
to the direct advancement of science, STRI,
through its educational programs, has
played a major role in producing another
generation of scientists. Students from both
developed and developing countries such as
the United States, England, Canada, India,
Panama, El Salvador, Costa Rica, Mexico,
Brazil, Ecuador, Colombia, Venezuela,
Peru, and so forth, have benefited from
STRI programs.

A viable scientific establishment is essen-
tial to maintenance of environmental integ-
rity. For any institution, the foundations
upon which scientific advancement depend
are the quality of staff and the quality of
the physical facilities to support that staff.
While STRI has been able to improve its
scientific staff in recent years, efforts to
provide commensurate growth in physical
facilities have been thwarted. For example,
in 1983, 460 scientists from 194 institutions
pursued independent research activities at
STRI. Thus, facilities development must be
given the highest priority or the reputation
of STRI as a premier tropical research or-
ganization will be in jeopardy.

Expansion of facilities must focus on the
solution of two problems. First, the need
for facilities to do science, such as labora-
tories, offices, and conference facilities,
and, second, the necessary support to
insure efficient operation and use of scien-
tists’ time and energy. Four areas with cur-
rent and projected STRI programs require
design and construction of new facilities.
Each of the apparently separate research
programs at STRI, namely, the Pacific
marine, Atlantic marine, and Barro Colora-
do Island stand on their own individual
merits as highlighted by the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. MINETA]

The Naos Island Laboratory located adja-
cent to the Pacific Ocean attracts habitats
which include mud flats, mangrove
swamps, rocky reefs, and sandy beaches.
The location provides STRI the ability to
study the Pacific tropical marine environ-
ment and to focus on the potential conse-
quences of introducing Pacific species into
the Atlantic. Most of the Smithsonian's fa-
cilities at Naos are hand-me-downs from
the U.S. Navy which include marine cable
tanks, a 1914/torpedo storage building con-
verted into a lab and a large underground
naval gun enplacement also used as a lab.
Housing for scientists in close vicinity to
this facility has posed a problem, therefore,
the Smithsonian proposes to build a small
dorm facility at Naos to accommodate ap-
proximately 12 scientists.

The Galeta Island Laboratory located di-
rectly on a Caribbean fringing coral reef
platform provides access to mangroves,
sandy beaches, lagoons, and beds of algae
and seagrass. The main laboratory building
is an inherited U.S. Navy facility originally
built for World War II. The Smithsonian
proposes to build two buildings at Galeta, a
lab facility and a dorm for at least eight
scientists at a cost of $3.5 million.

Barro Colorado Island was established as
a nature reserve in 1923 and since custodi-
anship of Barro Colorado Island was as-
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sumed by the Smithsonian Institution in
1946, it has been a world center of research
in tropical biology. The island is located by
Gatun Lake and is fully covered by a devel-
oped tropical forest. In recognition of the
value of the island and its isolation, the
Government of Panama has added thou-
sands of acres of the nearest surrounding
peninsulas to the control of the Smithsoni-
an, and the total land area is not 13,300
acres, constituting the largest tropical bio-
logical area under U.S. management. The
island environment is as hostile to building
and scientific equipment as it is valuable
for biological research. Laboratory and
office space are inadquate to support the
pioneering research of staff, visitors, and
students. Two areas of facilities require im-
mediate attention, either because facilities
do not exist or are profoundly degraded
due to insect or fungal attack. The most
urgent needs are a new scientific laborato-
ry with attendant cages and growing facili-
ties at an estimated cost of $2.8 million.

Their geographical proximity and pres-
ence in a single administrative program at
Tivoli in Panama City strengthens each be-
cause of frequent interaction of staff and
visitors. Construction of new facilities are
warranted due to the fact that the institu-
tion has for many years maintained numer-
ous wooden and other aged structures at
the Smithsonian Tropical Research Insti-
tute at Panama. Most of these buildings are
inadquate to sustain modern research ac-
tivities, are badly deteriorated due to tropi-
cal weather conditions, and in some cases
have suffered extensive damage due to ter-
mites. The careful planning by the Smithso-
nian for STRI would consist of a multiyear
program beginning with a fiscal year 1987
request of $3.9 million to construct a ter-
restrial laboratory at the Tivoli site in
order to vacate current inadequate leased
space at Ancon, both of which are in
Panama City. The entire plan is estimated
to cost a total of $11,200,000 over several
fiscal years and also would include con-
struction at the Naos and Galeta sites, as
well as on Barro Colorado Island.

Mr. Speaker, to conclude, I would briefly
like to address the relationship between the
Panamanian Government and the Smithso-
nian Tropical Research Institute. In Janu-
ary 1977, the Smithsonian Tropical Re-
search Institution [STRI] entered into a
contract with the Ministry of Health of the
Republic of Panama. This contract provid-
ed a legal basis for STRI's activities as a le-
gally incorporated entity in the Republic.
The duration of this contract is indefinite
and provides for STRI's activities beyond
the life of the Panama Canal treaties.

The negotiators of the Panama Canal
treaties recognized STRI's unique role in
Panama by an exchange of notes covering
its activities in the Republic, and by a sepa-
rate note vesting custodianship duties to
STRI on behalf of both nations for the
Barro Colorado Island Nature Monument.

In the first diplomatic note, the negotia-
tiators vested land rights in the name of
STRI, not the U.S. Government, and specif-
ically referred the provisions of the STRI
contract with its definite time clause. Pro-
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vision was also made for the transfer of
lands and properties from both the United
States and the Republic of Panana to STRI
under normal land transfer terms.

The after agreement provided for custo-
dianship of the Barro Colorado Island
Nature Monument by STRI under the pro-
visions of the Convention on Nature Pro-
tection and Wildlife Preservation of 1940.
Custodianship rights are automatically ex-
tended at 5 year intervals for the duration
of the Panama Canal treaties. Provision is
also made in this note for extension of this
activity beyond the life of the present trea-
ties.

In July 1985, the Republic of Panama
provided STRI with international mission
status in further recognition of its unique
and significant activities in Panama.

The rights provided STRI under these
various agreements is akin to those land
rights provided to diplomatic missions in
host nations. These rights clearly extend
for an indefinite duration.

The United States has no comparable
mainland tropical research area under its
custodianship anywhere in the world. Both
the United States and Panama are aware of
the significant scientific research that is
conducted at STRI and are desirous of con-
tinuing the mutually beneficial relationship
without limit of time.

Mr. Speaker, I urge enactment of H.R.
1483.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 3174, of which I am a co-
sponsor. Earlier this year I testified on
behalf of this measure in the Subcommittee
on Administrative Law and Governmental
Relations because I believe that justice can
be best served by allowing active duty vie-
tims of medical malpractice to file suit
when the act occurs in a medical facility.

I have become familiar with the problems
of activie-duty military medical malprac-
tice victims because of a constituent of
mine, Maj. David Brown of Seabrook, MD.

Major Brown served in the Army with
distinction for 14 years. He was the recip-
ient of the Bronze Star and the Purple
Heart. His promising career was cut short
when he became the victim of medical mal-
practice.

In May 1980, a healthy, active Major
Brown entered Womack Army Hospital at
Fort Bragg, NC, for a routine varicoselec-
tomy. He left the facility several months
later with irreparable brain damage and
partial paralysis all caused by improperly
administered anaesthesia.

Despite clear evidence that malpractice
was present, Major Brown is barred from
suing the Army because of the Feres doc-
trine. That doctrine holds that where the
injuries were sustained as a result of treat-
ment of injuries incident to service there is
no right to sue. Major Brown’s condition
and the treatment rendered have nothing to
do with his military service. These are not
wartime injuries. He should have the right
to seek compensation for the physical and
emotional pain he and his family have suf-
fered. Today cases like Major Brown's can
only be remedied by private bills which
would allow them individually the right to
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sue under the Federal Tort Claims Act. The
gentleman from Massachusetts’ bill proper-
ly restores this basic right to sue.

I commend him and the gentleman from
Kansas, the chairman of the Administrative
Law and Governmental Relations Subcom-
mittee of the House Judiciary Committee
for bringing this bill before the House of
Representatives in a timely manner.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3174, a bill to allow members
of the Armed Forces to sue the United
States for damages for certain injuries
caused by improper medical care. This
long-considered legislation deserves speedy
passage by this Chamber.

This issue came to my attention primari-
ly through the case of Mrs. Dorothy
Meagher, a resident of Bisbee, AZ. Her son,
Jerry, was admitted to Balboa Naval Hospi-
tal, San Diego, on January 17, 1984, for re-
moval of a cyst from his arm. What should
have been a relatively simple operating
procedure turned into a nighmare for the
Meagher family: Through negligence, Jerry
emerged from the Balboa Hospital a severe-
ly brain damaged quadraplegic.

The Navy compensated the Meagher
family—by giving them Jerry's 100 percent
disability pay. To this amount, Jerry's
family must add between $600 and $800 a
month to take care of their son. The
Meagher family is precluded from gaining
meaningful compensation from the U.S.
Government—indeed, precluded from
bringing suit against the Government—by
the Feres doctrine.

The Feres doctrine is the result of the
1950 Feres versus United States Supreme
Court ruling that held that “the Govern-
ment is not liable under the Federal Tort
Claims act for injuries to servicemen where
the injuries arise out of or are in the
course of activity incident to service."” The
Court said that only an “express congres-
sional command” would indicate that Con-
gress intended to create such a right. This
bill expresses that command.

It is unconscionable that this Nation asks
young men to fight and die in lands far
from our shores to preserve our system of
government, but tells them that, if they are
injured in a hospital by their own Govern-
ment, they have no right of recourse. This
bill removes that injustice. It will not help
the Meagher family, for it applies only to
injuries or death that occur after enact-
ment. The Meaghers have already suffered
because of the Feres doctrine. But we can,
today, ensure that, in the future, families of
members injured or killed because of mili-
tary medical negligence have recourse to
fair and equitable compensation from the
Government.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the authors of this legislation for ad-
dressing a tremendous injustice in the
treatment of military personnel. For years,
these men and women have had inadequate
recourse for being compensated for in-
stances of substandard and negligent medi-
cal care they might have received in gov-
ernment military medical facilities.
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Since | represent San Antonio, I have
many Federal workers among my constitu-
ents. Included in this group are a large
number of military personnel and also a
large number of military medical person-
nel. 1 have studied the effects of the Feres
doctrine in great detail, and have heard
from many of my constituents about the
issue.

What is rarely mentioned in the present-
day discussions of the Feres doctrine is the
effect the Feres doctrine had on military
medical personnel. Once the Feres doctrine
established that military personnel could
not sue the Federal Government for medi-
cal malpractice, the only recourse left was
to sue the individual doctors and other
medical personnel. As 1 am sure we are all
aware today, the compensation provided
military medical personnel is not competi-
tive with civilian medical personnel, yet
our military doctors were forced to buy
medical malpractice insurance out of their
meager salaries in order to protect them-
selves and their families. This was an injus-
tice, just as it was an injustice to prohibit
recourse by malpractice victims against the
Federal Government.

In 1976, legislation that I had introduced
was signed into law to exempt the military
medical personnel from personal liability,
just as the Public Health Service and the
Veterans Administration had done in earli-
er years for their medical personnel. This
took care of the unjust financial burden
placed on military medical personnel in
their purchase of malpractice insurance.
Nevertheless, the second part of the prob-
lem—that being the lack of any recourse of
military personnel who received substand-
ard medical care—was left unaddressed.
Ironically, recourse is available to depend-
ents of active duty personnel. This legisla-
tion takes the logical and necessary step of
making that same recourse available to
active duty personnel without exposing
medical personnel to personal liability.

Today, 1 am very happy to see this fur-
ther corrective legislation come to the
floor, and I encourage my colleagues to
support the measure in the interest of fair-
ness toward our service men and women.

Mr. MATSUL Mr. Speaker, 1 would like
to voice my support for the bill H.R. 3174
which would authorize active-duty mem-
bers of the Armed Services to sue the Fed-
eral Government for medical malpractice.
Under current law our fighting forces can
enter a Government medical facility, be
scarred for life by negligent care, and find
themselves without recourse. There is no
purple heart for the victims of medical
malpractice.

The bill before us is carefully crafted so
that the Government is not liable for care
administered in extraordinary circum-
stances. It applies only to medical and
dental malpractice which occurs at a fixed
medical facility.

There is no valid reason that the brave
men and women who spend their lives in
service to their Nation should be denied
access to the very rights and freedoms they
fight to protect.
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I commend my colleague Mr. GLICKMAN
for bringing this measure before the Con-
gress.

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman frorn Kansas
[Mr. GrLicEMAN] that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill H.R.
3174, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule
I, and the Chair's prior announce-
ment, further proceedings on this
motion will be postponed.

PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION
OF FACILITIES FOR CERTAIN
SCIENCE ACTIVITIES OF THE
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1483) to authorize the Smithso-
nian Institution to plan and construct
facilities for certain science activities
of the Institution, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 1483

Be il enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution is authorized to plan and construct
facilities for the Smithsonian Astrophysical
Observatory and the Smithsonian Tropical
Research Institute,

Sec. 2. Effective October 1, 1986, there is
authorized to be appropriated to the Board
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution:

(a) $4,500,000 for the Smithsonian Astro-
physical Observatory, and

(b) $11,200,000 for the Smithsonian Tropi-
cal Research Institute.

Sec. 3. Any portion of the sums appropri-
ated to carry out the purposes of this Act
may be transferred to the General Services
Administration which, in consultation with
the Smithsonian Institution, is authorized
to enter into contracts and take such other
action, to the extent of the sums so trans-
ferred to it, as may be necessary to carry
out such purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
MineTal will be recognized for 20 min-
utes and the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SHaw] will be recognized for 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA].

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1483 would au-
thorize the appropriation of $4,500,000
effective October 1, 1986, for con-
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structing a new base camp and resur-
facing the road at the Smithsonian’s
Whipple Observatory in southern Ari-
zona and $11,200,000 for four new con-
struction projects at the Smithsonian
Tropical Research Institute in the Re-
public of Panama. The bill allows the
transfer of funds to the General Serv-
ices Administration in order to carry
out the activities authorized.

As a member of the Smithsonian’s
Board of Regents and a member of
one of the two committees to which
the measure was referred, I am hon-
ored to bring this bill to the floor and
to encourage its approval by the
House. The bill consolidates in one leg-
islative package planning and con-
struction authority for facility devel-
opment at two of the Smithsonian’s
most significant research installations
and is in keeping with the Institution’s
long-range scientific expectations.
Adoption of the measure now is neces-
sary so that the Institution can seek
funds for these projects, which are the
Institution’s highest construction pri-
orities, in its fiscal year 1987 budget
request.

Over the past year and a half, the
Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation has held
three hearings at which these projects
were considered. I think it fair to say
that there is wildespread understand-
ing of the scientific significance of
these facilities, as well as a high
degree of admiration for the analysis
with which the Institution has orga-
nized its overall construction priorities
and the diligence with which it has
pursued master planning processes for
both units in the bill to ensure the ef-
fective application of the funds it is
seeking.

The Fred Lawrence Whipple Observ-
atory, located on Mount Hopkins, near
Tucson, AZ, is the largest field instal-
lation of the Smithsonian Astrophysi-
cal Observatory. Since its official
opening in 1968, the Observatory has
been used as the site for experiments
requiring extremely dark skies, dry cli-
mate, and good optical scene. The
8,550 foot summit of Mount Hopkins is
the site of the multiple mirror tele-
scope, a joint facility of the Smithsoni-
an Institution and the University of
Arizona. The MMT is the third largest
telescope in the world and the first of
its kind, combining six 1.8 meter tele-
scope mirrors in a common support
structure to produce the light-gather-
ing capability of a conventional 4.5
meter telescope.

Other instruments are located on a
half-mile long ridge at the 7,600 foot
elevation. These include a 10 meter re-
flector for observations of extremely
energetic gamma ray events and 1.5
meter and 61 centimeter reflecting
telescopes for optical and infrared ob-




October 7, 1985

§ewations of distant stars and galax-
1es.

The administrative and support fa-
cilities of the observatory are located
at Amado, AZ, which is about 35 miles
south of Tucson and 18 miles from the
scientific operations on Mount Hop-
kins. This base camp is the operational
and logistical headquarters for anyone
working at or visiting the mountain,
its site consists of two adjacent leased
parcels of land totaling approximately
4.25 acres; its facilities include a one-
level school building and a one-level
residence, both of which date from the
1930’s and have been converted for
office use. There are also vehicle serv-
ice, repair, and storage sheds on the
site.

The owners of the site have indicat-
ed a desire to sell the property. Be-
cause of its location near a flood-prone
river that often makes access to the
mountain very difficult, as well as
other inadequacies of the site which
serve only to promote operational in-
efficiencies, the Smithsonian is not a
prospective buyer.

As the result of its master planning
process, the Institution has selected a
site on land under the control of the
Forest Service that is across the river
from and closer to the mountain than
the existing one. Studies related to
spatial analyses of the site and envi-
ronmental documentation are under-
way, as are negotiations with the
Forest Service. It is expected that ar-
rangements can be made that will
serve and protect the interests of both
parties, and also provide a modest, but
improved level of public education for
visitors to the site.

If H.R. 1483 is enacted, the Institu-
tion expects to include a total of
$4,500,000 for construction of the new
base camp in its budget request for
fiscal year 1987. It anticipates a period
of approximately 27 months for design
and construction.

In addition, the legislation provides
for improved facilities at the Smithso-
nian Tropical Research Institute
which is the principal U.S. center for
tropical biology. Each year hundreds
of Americans and international re-
searchers join the permanent staff at
STRI in undertaking fundamental
studies on the tropics. Increasingly sci-
entists and policymakers have recog-
nized the need to understand how
tropical ecosystems function in order
to predict more accurately environ-
mental changes in the temperate
zones.

To capitalize on STRI's unparalleled
data base of more than 60 years and
use it effectively, it is necessary to un-
dertake a program of facilities im-
provements. Existing STRI facilities
fall into several categories:

Construction undertaken in
1920’'s and 1930’s;

Renovated structures obtained from
the U.S. military; and

the
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Renovated structures obtained from
the Government of Panama.

With the exception of a new library
building opened in 1984, these facili-
ties are inadequate because of age,
size, safety, and health standards.
Construction materials used in the
first half of the century are inappro-
priate to the region's high humidity
and insect infestation, and renovation
of surplus buildings has served only as
a stop-gap measure to ensure continui-
ty or research. The structures are in-
adequate for modern scientific pur-
poses and require extensive mainte-
nance.

Among the pressing needs for STRI
is a new terrestrial laboratory to re-
place a small and obsolete leased
structure. Originally built as a hospi-
tal morgue, the facility cannot ade-
quately support current research pur-
poses as it has severe deficiencies in its
electrical systems, plumbing, load-
bearing capacity, and parking, and in
the widespread presence of arsenic and
other health-related problems. Addi-
tionally, its hillside location makes ex-
tensive renovation and the addition of
outdoor cages and plant-growing facili-
ties impossible.

The construction of a new terrestrial
laboratory at STRI's administrative
headquarters, known as the Tivoli site,
will allow the economy of logistics con-
solidation with the new library and ex-
isting offices. The Tivoli site also will
allow proper space utilization for per-
manent staff, long-term visitors, and
students. Better integration of com-
puters, other communications devices,
and modern scientific equipment will
be afforded in the new facility, as will
space for cages, green Houses, space
for lectures, small meetings, and major
conferences.

Construction and equipment for the
new laboratory is currently estimated
at $7.9 million. A gift of $4 million for
construction has recently been re-
ceived; an additional $3.9 million is re-
quired for completion of the project.
If H.R. 1483 is enacted, the Smithsoni-
an would include this amount in its
budget request for fiscal year 1987.

Barro Colorado Island, located in
the middle of Gatun Lake, a key com-
ponent of the Panama Canal, has
served as an important research center
for tropical biology since 1923. Under
the Canal Treaties, STRI was assigned
custodianship of this 12,000 acre re-
serve on behalf of the United States
and the Republic of Panama. The
island serves hundreds of investiga-
tions annually, providing research
space, as well as living and dining ac-
commodations. Its physical plant in-
cludes many outdated wooden build-
ings which do not meet modern day
building or health codes; as new scien-
tific laboratory with attendant cages
and growing facilities is a major re-
quirement. Approximately $2.8 million
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is needed for this construction; funds
would be requested in fiscal year 1989.

The geographical advantages of
Panama to researchers interested in
marine studies are incomparable: no-
where else in the world are two oceans
so easily accessible for comparative re-
search. Currently, renovated facilities
are available on the Pacific, but no
similar situation exists on the Atlantic
where STRI research is conducted at
Galeta Point in a small asbestos
cement building acquired as surplus
property from the U.S. Navy in 1965.
The present laboratory has a severe
asbestos problem in its walls and roof.
Housing for researchers consists of a
dilapidated trailer which does not
meet safety and health codes; an inad-
equate sewage disposal system threat-
ens the unique coral reef-mangrove
swamp study site. A new laboratory,
dormitory, and sewage system will re-
quire approximately $3.5 million
which also would be requested in fiscal
year 1989.

Finally, STRI is responsible for
more than 60 vehicles, a major re-
search vessel, and dozens of smaller
boats, in addition to normal building
maintenance requirements. At present,
the maintenance needs of its geo-
graphically dispersed facilities are per-
formed in the bottom of an old torpe-
do factory; the top floor houses re-
search offices. In order to provide for
adequate maintenance and to relieve
the noise and congestion of the
present site, a new central facility with
modern equipment is required; the es-
timated cost of its construction is
$900,000 and also would be fiscal year
1989 request.

Mr. Speaker, as you can see, H.R.
1483 reflects thoughtful and careful
planning to meet the requirements of
two of our Nation's small, but signifi-
cant, scientific installations. The rela-
tively modest total of the sums au-
thorized—$15,700,000 spread out over
several fiscal years—represents an im-
portant investment in basic science
and in our need to understand the
forces of nature and the relation of
man and his universe.

I urge the adoption of H.R. 1483.

0O 1400

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join
with my colleagues from the House
Administration Committee and the
gentleman from California in bringing
to the floor, today, the bill H.R. 1483.

This bill authorizes the Smithsonian
Institution to plan and construct addi-
tional science related facilities at the
Smithsonian’s Tropical Research In-
stitute located in the Republic of
Panama and at the Whipple Observa-
tory located near Tucson, AZ.
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This science facilities construction
proposal represents an effort by the
Smithsonian to consolidate in one leg-
islative package planning and con-
struction authority for facility devel-
opment at two of its most significant
research installations.

The proposal is in keeping with the
Institution's long-range scientific ex-
pectations and has been carefuly eval-
uated in the context of its overall con-
struction priorities.

For many years now, Smithsonian
scientists and staff, as well as visiting
scientists from around the world, have
been working in make-shift facilities
which are unsuitable for carrying out
their scientific research.

In Panama, where the Smithsonian
has been given international mission
status by the Panamanian Govern-
ment, many of the facilities currently
being utilized were constructed before
the Second World War.

These buildings, after 45 years in
the tropical jungle and being subject-
ed to monsoons, blistering heat, ter-
mites, and countless other elements,
have just simply reached the end of
their useful life.

At the Whipple Observatory, the
Smithsonian must replace its adminis-
trative and maintenance facilities
which serves the astrophysical and sci-
entific operations carried out on
Mount Hopkins, and also serves as the
staging area and orientation center for
visitors.

This facility, or base camp, consists
of a 50-year-old, one-level school build-
ing converted for office use and nu-
merous vehicle service, repair and stor-
age sheds; all of which are leased.

The base camp is too small to ade-
quately support the increased scientif-
ic activity taking place on Mount Hop-
kins as well as the growing number of
visitors visiting the Observatory every
year.

Mr. Speaker, this bill would author-
ize funds for the construction of a new
base camp for the Whipple Observato-
ry which would be constructed on a
site to be provided by the National
Forest Service in the Coronado Na-
tional Forest.

The Institution has already initiated
site and an environmental impact
studies to ensure the site is efficiently
utilized and with minimal ecological
impact.

The new base camp would include an
administration building and visitor's
center of approximately 10,000 square
feet, a vehicle maintenance shop, and
a warehouse building.

In addition, the dirt, one-lane access
road to the site of the new base camp
will be upgraded and paved.

In Panama, funds are authorized in
the bill for construction at several of
the Smithsonian's tropical research
sites.

At the Trivoli site, a new 36,000-
square-foot terrestrial laboratory and
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conference center will be constructed
adjacent to STRI's existing library
and administrative headquarters.

On Barro Colorado Island, the
Smithsonian’s Principal Research
Center for Tropical Biology, a new
4,000-square-foot central field labora-
tory will be constructed to replace the
outdated and decaying wooden build-
ings now being used and which no
longer meet modern-day building or
health code requirements.

And, at Galeta Point, the site of the
Institute's Atlantic Ocean Marine Lab-
oratory, a new laboratory of 7,000
square feet plus an ecologically sound
sewage system will be constructed, as
well as, a new dormitory facility capa-
ble of housing up to 15 people.

Numerous hearings have been held
by the Public Works and Transporta-
tion Committee's Subcommittee on
Public Buildings and Grounds on this
legislative proposal both this year and
last year.

Based on these hearings and careful
evaluation of these projects, I would
agree that these facilities are urgently
needed, meritorious of our approval,
and I would urge my colleagues in the
House to support the passage of this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR],
a distinguished member of the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

Ms. OAKAR. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I first of all want to
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MiINgeTAl, along with the
other Board Members, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. ConTE] and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Boraxp] for the splendid work
they do on behalf of Members of Con-
gress serving on the Smithsonian
Board of Trustees, and I rise in strong
support of this bill, which would allow
the Smithsonian to construct and plan
for varieties of scientific activities for
the Institution which is in the fore-
front of the World in its activities. I
think we should certainly push for-
ward these activities to give it a con-
tinued perspective on this area.

I also want to commend the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. HowARrb],
the chairman of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, who
had very, very thorough hearings on
the issue. As the Members know, Mr.
Speaker, the Committee on House Ad-
ministration does have joint jurisdic-
tion; but in view of the thorough hear-
ings that were held, for this time we
did waive our jurisdiction. We are
going to have an oversight hearing in
a week or two concerning the varieties
of scientific activities of the Institu-
tion, but we were pleased to see the
thoroughness of the hearings of the
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gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Howarbp].

At this point I want to urge my col-
leagues to support the bill and support
the Smithsonian in these activities,
and I want to again commend my
friend, the gentleman from California
[Mr. MINETA].

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
House Administration through its task
force on memorials and libraries has
jurisdiction over policy and adminis-
trative matters relating to the Smith-
sonian Institution and shares joint re-
ferral, of H.R. 1483, with the Commit-
tee on Public Works and Transporta-
tion.

The Committee on House Adminis-
tration will not have the opportunity
to take further action on this legisla-
tion before adjournment and thus
defers to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation for House
consideration today.

This action, however, should not be
construed as precedent for changing
jurisdiction of the Committee on
House Administration over related
matters.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
ConNTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 1483, a bill authoriz-
ing construction at two science facili-
ties of the Smithsonian Institution.

As a cosponsor of the bill and as a
Regent of the Smithsonian, I want to
thank Chairman Howarp for bringing
this legislation to the floor in a timely
fashion. And my Smithsonian col-
league, NorM MIiINeTA, Who is a
member of the Public Works Commit-
tee, has also taken a leadership role on
the bill and many other issues of inter-
est to the Institution.

Mr. Speaker, I won't repeat the de-
tails of this bill, which have been elo-
quently explained by Representative
MiINETA. However, I do want to empha-
size the importance of the Smithson-
ian’s role as a scientific research insti-
tution.

The most familiar role of the Smith-
sonian is as a collector of objects, a
museum or our Nation’s attic. The mu-
seums along The Mall here in Wash-
ington are certainly the most visable
and visited part of the Institution. But
there is another, equally important
role, the Smithsonian has played since
its establishment over a century ago.

Through several facilities located
around the country and across the
globe, the Smithsonian Institution is
sponsoring basic research in astro-
physics, environmental sciences, ar-
cheology, zoology, and tropical biol-
ogy. These facilities are designed to
fulfill a basic mission of the Smithso-
nian to be a college of discoveries.

H.R. 1483 will enable the Smithsoni-
an to maintain and improve two of its
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most significant research installations:
the Astrophysical Observatory and the
Tropical Research Institute.

In 1890, with a $5,000 gift from Alex-
ander Graham Bell, the Astrophysical
Observatory was established and first
housed in two sheds in back of the
Castle. Since then, the facility has de-
veloped into the leading international
center for the study of astrophysics.

This bill would authorize $4.5 mil-
lion to plan and construct a base camp
for the support of scientific operations
at the Mount Hopkins, Arizonian Ob-
servatory.

This legislation also provides author-
ization for repair and improvement of
facilities at the Tropical Research In-
stitute in Panama. During the con-
struction of the Panama Canal, the
Smithsonian was first called to the
area for biological studies. Since then,
the Institute has developed into the
principal U.S. Center for Tropical Bi-
ology Research—a center staffed by 25
leading scientists and visited by sever-
al hundred international researchers.

This legislation would authorize a 5-
year facilities improvement program
for $11.2 million.

Mr. Speaker, over several decades,
the Congress and the Smithsonian
have made a commitment to these re-
search activities, and we have the re-
sponsibility to properly maintain these
important facilities. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I do not
have any further requests for time,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
very distinguished gentleman from Il-
linois [Mr. Gray], a member of our
Committee on Public Works and
Transportation and a member who
formerly chaired our Subcommittee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Mr. GRAY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my distinguished friend and
Regent of the Smithsonian, the gen-
tleman from California, for yielding,
and I certainly rise in strong support
of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, sitting on the Subcom-
mittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, we had three hearings on
this subject, and I can assure my col-
leagues that this legislation is at the
top of the priority list by the Regents
and administrators down at the Smith-
sonian Institution.
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Mr. Speaker, it was mentioned earli-
er by previous speakers about what a
great job the Smithsonian is doing;
not only up and down the Mall, but in
the scientific community. This legisla-
tion will upgrade their work. I want to
commend the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. MINETA], the dis-
tinguished chairman of the full com-
mittee, Mr. Howarp, and my friend
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from Florida, Mr. Saaw, who has put
in a lot of time and effort on this legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill unanimously. Thank
you.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, as one of the
sponsors of H.R. 1483, 1 want to urge my
colleagues to support this important legis-
lation.

When most people think of the Smithso-
nian Institution, they think of the magnifi-
cent museums on the Mall in Washington.
The Smithsonian, however, is much more
than a repository of treasures of art, cul-
ture, and history. It is one of the world’s
foremost scientific research institutions,
and Smithsonian scientists work not only
in Washington, but in sites around the
globe.

The legislation now under consideration,
H.R. 1483, will authorize some much
needed improvements at two of the Smith-
sonian's most significant research facilities,
the Whipple Observatory in Arizona and
the Tropical Research Institute in Panama.
Opened in 1968, the Whipple Observatory
covers more than 4,700 acres on and near
Mount Hopkins. The Observatory houses a
number of astrophysical instruments in-
cluding a multiple mirror telescope, the
third largest telescope in the world. Since it
opened, the Observatory has used leased
property as the site of its administrative
and support facilities base camp. A new
base camp is needed, both to correct cer-
tain deficiencies associated with the cur-
rent site and because the lease on the cur-
rent site expires in June of next year. The
Smithsonian has identified a new base
camp site which is closer to the Observato-
ry than the current site. H.R. 1483 will au-
thorize the construction of the new base
camp, a facility which I believe is critical
to the provision of a level of support serv-
ices consistent with the quality of scientific
research being done on Mount Hopkins.

Mr. Speaker, one of the least understood
phenomena currently confronting the
world, and one with potentially catastroph-
ic consequences, is the deforestation of
tropical rain forests. The Smithsonian, at
its Tropical Research Institute in Panama,
is studying this problem and hundreds of
other puzzling questions in the field of
tropical biology. The Tropical Research In-
stitute, is our Nation's principal center for
tropical biology. Despite its standing, scien-
tists stationed at the Institute and those
who visit it each year, live and work in fa-
cilities that are woefully inadequate. The
Institute has many needs, chief among
them the construction of a new terrestrial
laboratory at Tivoli, a new scientific labo-
ratory on Barro Colorado Island, a new
laboratory and dormitory at Galeta Point
and a central maintenance facility to
handle the Institute’s disparate mainte-
nance needs. Fortunately, private resources
will help meet some of these needs. H.R.
1483 will permit us to meet the remainder,
and in so doing allow us to provide the
Smithsonian’s tropical research staff with
the kind of equipment and facilities they
need to do their important work.
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I hope the House will approve this au-
thorization measure. Scientific research,
whether done at the Smithsonian or else-
where, needs to be supported by modern in-
struments and facilities. H.R. 1483 will go a
long way toward insuring that Smithsonian
scientists at the Whipple Observatory and
the Tropical Research Institute will receive
that kind of support.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gquestion is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
MiINeTA] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1483.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous material, on the
bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will announce that pertaining to
the rollcall vote on the military medi-
cal malpractice bill, that vote will take
place after the completion of the farm
bill today.

FOOD SECURITY ACT OF 1985

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 267 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House
in the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill, H.R.
2100.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2100) to extend and
revise agricultural price support and
related programs, to provide for agri-
cultural export, resource conservation,
farm credit, and agricultural research
and related programs, to continue food
assistance to low-income persons, to
ensure consumers an abundance of
food and fiber at reasonable prices,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
Boni1or of Michigan in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
October 3, 1985, title XV was open for
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amendment at any point on which
debate had been limited to 1 hour,
equally divided between proponents
and opponents.

Fifty-two and one-half minutes of
debate remain on title XV; 29 minutes
for the proponents, and 23% minutes
for the opponents. Pending was an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERsON] and an
amendment to the amendment offered
by the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. ROUKEMA].

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. PANETTA].

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make an inquiry with
regard to the time allotment. As I un-
derstand it, an hour has been assigned
for this particular section of the farm
bill. The question that I have is
whether that time has been divided
equally between the minority gentle-
man, Mr. EMERsON, and myself, to con-
trol that time, or what is the approach
taken with regards to that hour?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
state that the time has not been divid-
ed equally yet between Mr. EMERSON
and Mr. PanerTAa. But the Chair could
so do.

Mr.

PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I

would then ask unanimous consent
that the hour, excluding obviously the

time that has already been used by
the gentleman from Missouri, that
that time remaining be equally divided
between the minority gentleman, Mr.
EMERsON, the ranking minority
member on the subcommittee, and
myself.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] will be
recognized for 23% minutes and the
gentleman from Califronia [Mr. Pa-
NETTA] will be recognized for 29 min-
utes.

As the Chair recalls, the last amend-
ment that was read was the amend-
ment to the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from New Jersey
[Mrs. RoukeMmal, and at this point she
should be recognized.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
did I understand the Chair to state
that the gentlewoman from New
Jersey would receive her time?

The CHAIRMAN. Since we have di-
vided the time between Mr. PANETTA
and Mr. EMERsON, she should get her
time from Mr. EMERSON.
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Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate that because my concern is
that I offered her that her time would
be protected and that I would see to it
that today she would have her time
available. If that can be coordinated
within the time yielded, then I would
appreciate it in order that we might
carry out our commitment to her
when we last adjourned.

Mr., EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, we
have an hour equally divided between
the chairman and myself, but does not
someone who has an amendment get 5
minutes on their own, separate and
apart from the hour that we have?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment
by the gentlewoman from New Jersey
was not printed in the ReEcorp, and is
an amendment to the Emerson amend-
ment. Now that all the time on title
XV has been allocated equally, her
time should come from the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]L

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment has
been read, and I would simply like to
say that the amendment, as a point of
clarification, is an amendment to the
gentleman’'s amendment, and it retains
the provisions in the committee bill to
assist low-income elderly and disabled
participants who have high medical
expenses.

It is my understanding that the gen-
tleman from Missouri has accepted
the amendment.

I yield to the gentleman from his re-
sponse.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
accept the gentlewoman's amendment.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amend-
ment to the gentleman’s amendment.
This amendment retains the provi-
sions in the committee bill to assist
low-income elderly and disabled par-
ticipants who have high medical ex-
penses.

As the ranking Republican on the
Hunger Committee, I have studied the
issue of elderly participation in the
Food Stamp Program. Elderly poor
with high medical expenses do not re-
ceive as high a benefit level as they
need because the medical deduction
threshold is too high. The poor dis-
abled have the same problem. My
amendment would provide higher ben-
efits to approximately 130,000 elderly
and disabled households per month at
minimal cost to the Federal Govern-
ment.

Most people do not realize that the
Food Stamp Program is the country's
largest elderly nutrition program.
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Every day, millions of older Americans
rely on food stamps to pay their gro-
cery bills. About 20 percent of all food
stamp households have one elderly
member. The program is also impor-
tant in a similar manner for the dis-
abled.

My amendment will assist low-
income elderly or disabled citizens by
lowering the medical deduction
threshold used to determine food
stamp benefits. Currently, an elderly
or disabled household must spend at
least $35 per month on medical needs
before this cost is deducted for the
purpose of determining food stamp
benefits. My amendment would lower
this threshold for these households
from $35 a month to the lesser of 5
percent of gross income or $35 per
month.

Because the average income of an el-
derly household is currently about
$360 a month, the $35 threshold con-
stitutes almost 10 percent of its
income. Since many households have
incomes far below the average, this
$35 threshold works as a particular
hardship on them. In addition, you
should understand that this change
will bring the Food Stamp Program
more into line with the Federal
Income Tax Code in terms of determ-
ing eligibility for a medical hardship
deduction.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment which will be beneficial to
many elderly and disabled households.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKE-
MA] to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. EMER-
SON].

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Emerson amendment, as amended.
I rise because I believe this is a key
test amendment for the House of Rep-
resentatives on the hunger issue in
this session of Congress.

It is a test of whether we indeed rec-
ognize or hide from the facts about
hunger. It is a test about whether we
intend to only speak about the prob-
lem of hunger in our society or wheth-
er we intend to do something about it.
It is a test of whether we stand by the
commitment that the House of Repre-
sentatives made last year in adopting
H.R. 5151, the Hunger Relief Act, by a
margin of 364 to 39.

The principal provisions of H.R.
5151 are contained in this section of
the farm bill. These are the provisions
that the Emerson amendment seeks to
strike out. I would urge all Members
to look at the facts regarding this
amendment and its impact.

First of all, let me make clear to the
Members that the provisions of this
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bill relating to nutrition are within the
budget resolution adopted by the Con-
gress—adopted by the House, adopted
by the Senate, and put into effect by
this Congress. Indeed, Chairman Gray
has made clear that the food stamp
authorizations contained in this bill
are fully consistent with the 1986
budget resolution adopted by the Con-
gress.
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As a former member of the Budget
Committee, I recognized that in order
to provide for needed authorizations
to address the hunger problem in our
society it was important to account for
these programs in the budget resolu-
tion. That was the battle we fought on
the House side. It was fought in con-
ference between House and Senate
conferees on the budget, and was ulti-
mately adopted by the conference and
included in the fiscal 1986 budget reso-
lution. This resolution was adopted on
the basis that we can indeed justify
the minimal restorations included in
H.R. 2100 when it comes to a program
that impacts on hunger.

Make no mistake about it, the food
stamp program has received more
than its share of cuts over the last 4
years. This program was cut almost $2
billion in each year for 4 years as a
result of the 1981 reconciliation pro-
posal. What we seek to accomplish
here comprises only a minimum resto-
ration, somewhere in the vicinity of
$400 million in fiscal 1986 for nutrition
programs, and indeed even our propos-
al falls below that figure per year.

As 1 said, the budget resolution
adopted by the House and the Senate
allows for the provisions incorporated
in H.R. 2100.

Second, this amendment offered by
the gentleman from Missouri has been
portrayed as one that does not under-
cut current services. That is simply
not so. Adopting this amendment will
cut benefits by $550 million over 4
years; it will cut benefits that flow to
job-training programs, benefits that
help poor families confronting the
tough decision of heating or eating,
and benefits for nutrition assistance
program recipients in Puerto Rico.
Make no mistake about it, this amend-
ment does not maintain current serv-
ices; it cuts domestic food assistance
programs below current services by
almost $550 million.

The amendment would also elimi-
nate a key provision of H.R. 2100 that
provides for a thrifty food plan that
keeps pace with food prices, by adding
2 to 3 cents to the cost of the average
food stamp meal now totaling a
meager 42 cents. The amendment
would also eliminate a provision that
helps the working poor, by increasing
the income deduction from 18 to 20
percent of earnings. The amendment
deletes a provision that helps working
mothers by providing a child care de-
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duction. If we are concerned about em-
ployment, the provisions of H.R. 2100
are essential to keep people working
while providing some minimum bene-
fits.

The amendment also removes ajust-
ments in the assets limitations for the
unemployed, and eliminates modest in-
creases in the shelter deduction for
the elderly and for many others who
face the dilemma of heating or eating.

The facts about hunger are clear to
everyone in this House.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Pa-
NETTA] has expired.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the facts on hunger,
I think, are clear to everyone. I believe
there is no one in this House who does
not understand the full impact of the
hunger issue in our society. We have
conducted some 16 hearings in the
subcommittee. Witness after witness
in hearing after hearing confirms the
fact that hunger is a problem that is
on the increase in our society, dou-
bling and tripling the services provid-
ed by soup kitchens and food pantries
in recent years. The increase of
hunger has been confirmed by the
Conference on Mayors, it has been
confirmed by the Governors Associa-
tion, and it has been confirmed by the
President’s 1984 Task Force on Food
Assistance.

The 1984 task force was established
by the President to look for solutions
to the hunger problem. And what did
they recommend? They said that cur-
rent food assistance are not enough;
they said we need to provide addition-
al benefits to the hungry in this coun-
try. It is important to note that many
of the task force's recommendations
have been incorporated in this legisla-
tion.

Let us look at the facts. What we are
seeing today is increasing infant mor-
tality, particularly in the first 12
months of life. We are seeing increas-
ing symptions of anemia time and time
again, reflecting the fact that nutri-
tion benefits are not reaching our chil-
dren. One out of every four children in
this country currently lives in poverty,
and that is having a tremendous
impact on our future.

These facts warrant taking some
action. I recognize that it is nice to
talk about the hunger problem. We
hold concerts to bring attention to the
hunger problem, we have a Select
Committee on Hunger, and we declare
days of fast and abstinence to deal
with the hunger issue. And all of those
are good. I do not want to undercut
the sincerity of all who are interested
in pushing forward those particular
ways to show a proper concern about
hunger. But it does not help the
people who are hungry. This is the
legislation that helps people who are
hungry, and if we are seriously con-
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cerned about that problem, now is the
time to provide assistance.

Last year, we made that commit-
ment. The Members who voted for the
1984 Hunger Relief Act in the 98th
Congress made a statement, and that
statement was overwhelming. By a
vote of 364 to 39 we said that we would
adopt basic provisions to our domestic
food assistance to help solve the
hunger problem in our society. Since
then, no legislation has been enacted
into law. Nothing has changed. Only
the problems has grown worse, if any-
thing.

I ask Members to remember the
commitment that was made last year,
and request, at the very least, that we
make the commitment again this year
by adopting these provisions. We are
talking about helping the poorest of
the poor. If we are concerned at all
about safety net issues, that is good
reason to support food stamps. I ask
Members to recognize that 95 percent
of those receiving food stamps live
below the poverty line and receive 98
percent of the benefits. These benefits
serve the poorest of the poor.

The food assistance provisions of
H.R. 2100 are not going to solve
hunger in our society. They are not
going to relieve the problem that still
face millions of Americans in our soci-
ety. If you vote for these provisions, it
is not likely that you are going to re-
ceive recognition from a lobbyist or in
the from of a campaign contribution,
but at the very least voting for these
provisions will provide a few cents to
those who are hungry in our society.

So, Mr. Chairman, it is out of that
sense of compassion that I ask the
House to reject this amendment and
to stand by the provisions contained in
the bill.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman,
will my colleague, the gentleman from
California, yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague for his excellent
statement.

One of the provisions that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] speaks
to is the thrifty food plan which is in
the committee bill, and this is one of
the things that allows people who are
needy a more recent computation of
food costs for the purposes of buying
their food stamps. That is one of the
things that strikes me as being at the
heart of the amendments that the
gentleman has brought before us
today, that is, to give people an oppor-
tunity to value their food that they
are buying with food stamps at as
close to today’s food prices as possible,
rather than several months ago, which
is where we go back to if the Emerson
amendment is adopted.

Am I correct in that statement?
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Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct. The gentleman is
a member of the subcommittee and
has followed this issue closely.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Pa-
NETTA] has expired.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN].

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, to
explain further, what we tried to do is
we retain the cost-of-living increase
provided with the thrifty food plan,
but the problem is that the present
cost-of-living index is somewhere be-
tween 3 and 15 months behind. It is
not that we are increasing the cost-of-
living index; what we are trying to do
is update it so that it does reflect what
the cost of food is in a judicious and
reflective way.

So this formula change would pro-
vide that update, and it would provide
at a minimum something around 2
cents per person per meal in addition
to what is currently being provided.
Let me make it clear that if the cost of
food goes down and if the thrifty food
plan goes down, then the benefits go
down. We have not changed that trig-
ger in any way.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

Mr. Chairman,
chairman of the subcommittee,

the distinguished
the
gentleman from California [Mr. Pa-

NETTA], says that my amendment
makes significant cutbacks in food
stamp benefits, and he cites two exam-
ples—energy assistance and the Job
Training Program. What the gentle-
man fails to state is that my amend-
ment does not make any reference to
these two provisions. The cutbacks the
gentleman from California mentions
are in the committee bill. They are his
provisions, not mine.

In addition, the gentleman from
California talks about over $500 mil-
lion in cutbacks as a result of my
amendment. Any savings attributed to
my amendment result from paper sav-
ings due to the manipulation of the
Puerto Rico grant. My amendment
continues the current law of providing
$825 million for Puerto Rico for food
assistance—more than for any State
except New York.
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Yet this is described as a savings of
over $500 million by 1990.

The committee bill adds $370 million
for Puerto Rico, and yet this is de-
scribed as a savings of $208 million.
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Now this is not a freeze amendment.
Benefits and deductions increase ac-
cording to current law. The thrifty
food plan for a family of four is now
set at $264 a month. The Emerson
amendment does not change the
COLA which will allow an increase up
to $295 a month by 1988, which is a 12-
percent increase in benefits.

The standard deduction will increase
from $95 a month to $107 a month, or
another 12-percent increase.

The shelter dependent care deduc-
tion will rise from $134 a month to
$152 a month, or by over 13 percent.

So this is not a freeze amendment.

The committee bill increases deduc-
tions and benefits over and above the
cost-of-living adjustments. The deduc-
tion for shelter dependent care is sepa-
rated creating two deductions and the
shelter deduction continues to rise.

The committee bill provides for an
increase from the present level of $134
a month to $328 a month by 1988 for
shelter and dependent care deduc-
tions. This is almost a 150-percent in-
crease.

You have heard that these increases
in food stamp spending are accommo-
dated in the budget resolution. Howev-
er, this is only half the story. In-
creases were accommodated only if the
deficit was not increased. This was the
agreement reached in the conference
of the 1986 budget. The only reduc-
tions in spending in H.R. 2100 are for
farm programs. Over $7 billion over a
3-year period was saved from farm
programs. Are we in fact reducing
farm income so that we can increase
food stamp spending over and above
the cost-of-living adjustment?

You have heard some Members say
that my amendment cuts benefits. It
does not. It simply does not. I elimi-
nate additional spending. That is what
we are doing.

The committee bill does provide for
some savings in the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. Remember it is the committee
bill that saves money in some few
areas and not this particular amend-
ment.

This bill before us today is not H.R.
5151 that passed last year. It is signifi-
cantly different. There was no perma-
nent change to the thrifty food plan
in H.R. 5151. There is one in H.R. 2100
at a cost of almost $500 million by
1988. The shelter dependent care de-
duction was not separated in H.R.
5151, and was allowed to more than
double.

In H.R. 2100 there is almost a 150-
percent increase in these deductions.

H.R. 5151 did contain a provision to
require States to repay misspent Fed-
eral money over and above the 5-per-
cent error rate tolerance level. This
provision saved $205 million by 1988.
Now this is missing from H.R. 2100.

Over 8 percent of the food stamp
funds are spent in error. Over 8 per-
cent of the food stamp funds are spent
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in error at a loss to the Federal Gov-
ernment of over $900 million a year.
Only one State has ever repayed any
money to the Federal Government.

The real cost of H.R. 2100 is masked.
In reality, the committee bill will cost
almost $600 million more than is de-
scribed in the committee report.
Puerto Rico is provided an additional
$370 million, and yet the committee
report shows this is a savings of $208
million.

You have also heard that the Presi-
dent’s task force recommendation was
cited as a basis for the committee bill.
However, there are some important
missing pieces. Where is the task force
recommendation to allow States to
have the option of running a State-
designated Food Stamp Program? It is
not in H.R. 2100. Where is the task
force recommendation to require
States to repay the value of benefits
issued in error in excess of 5 percent?
It is not in H.R. 2100. Where is the
task force recommendation to cash out
food stamps for elderly and disabled
participants? H.R. 2100 allows this for
Puerto Rico, but for nowhere else.
That task force recommendation is not
in H.R. 2100.

The true costs of the food stamp ex-
pansion in H.R. 2100 are masked. In
reality, Puerto Rico is provided addi-
tional money over and above the $825
million included in the Food Stamp
Act. An additional $370 million over
the life of the bill is provided, and yet
this is counted as a savings.

Look at the bill. Section 1527, the
money going to Puerto Rico is in-
creased by $37 million in 1987 up to
$149 million in 1990. That is almost
$600 million more over the life of the
bill that is described, $600 million
more.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California, the chair-
man of the Select Committee on Aging
[Mr. RoYBAL]

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the amend-
ment offered by Mr. EMERSON deleting
provisions from the food stamp por-
tion of H.R. 2100. The Emerson
amendment, even as amended by Rou-
kema, would threaten the basic nutri-
tional needs of hundreds of thousands
of low-income older Americans
throughout the country.

Presently, nearly 6 million older
Americans—or 23 percent of those
over age 65—have incomes below 125
percent of the poverty standard. For
many of these poor, ill, or isolated in-
dividuals, geriatric malnutrition has
been found to be a severe problem. Na-
tional surveys by the Human Nutri-
tion Center on Aging have found that
close to 50 percent of elderly Ameri-
cans consume insufficient levels of cal-
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ories, vitamins, and nutrients. What is
more, much evidence has been accu-
mulated showing a strong link be-
tween weakened disease resistance and
poor nutrition,

Over 1% million households with a
member aged 60 or older participate in
the Food Stamp Program. Yet, only
half of those elderly persons who are
eligible for food stamps actually re-
ceive them.

Information provided to the Select
Committee on Aging indicates that
many older persons mistakenly do not
believe they are eligible for the pro-
gram, or simply do not understand the
procedures for receiving this assist-
ance. The amendment offered by Mr.
EMERSON even as amended by Rouke-
ma would compound this serious prob-
lem by deleting the provision which
allows States to provide public infor-
mation to elderly, disabled, or unem-
ployed individuals who are potentially
eligible for food stamps.

Another provision freezes the assets
limitation, which has not been updat-
ed since the first time national stand-
ards were set in 1971, thereby exclud-
ing many truly needy persons from
the program. This action would also
prohibit single elderly persons from
maintaining a minimal reserve of re-
sources for burial.

Other provisions prevent benefits
from remaining current with actual
food prices, prohibit recipients from
receiving the USDA's minimal nutri-
tional diet, freeze the excess shelter
deduction, reduce assistance for those
on low-income energy assistance,
reduce benefits for participants in the
Job Training Partnership Act, and
freeze for 5 years the nutrition block
grant for Puerto Rico. Cumulatively,
these changes would force hundreds of
thousands of frail and low-income
older Americans to choose between es-
sential food, shelter, medicine, and
heating needs.

Mr. Chairman, the impact of these
provisions on low-income Americans is
substantial. By lessening the availabil-
ity and accessibility of basic nutrition-
al assistance to older Americans and
other needy individuals, we would be
threatening their very health and
well-being. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to reject this amendment.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4% minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
RoukEeEMA], the ranking member of the
Select Committee on Hunger and a
member of the Education and Labor
Committee, which has extensive nutri-
tion jurisdiction of its own.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Missouri,
the author of this amendment, and I
rise in support of it.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to stress,
first of all, that the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] has made the
case, not only forcibly, but with great
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clarity that this bill is not H.R. 5151,
on which we voted last summer. It has
significant differences.

1 should also like to stress at the be-
ginning that my amendment to the
amendment of the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] removes the
limitation on assistance for low-income
elderly and disabled in the medical ex-
pense area, so we can put that one
aside; but I would also like to say to
the distinguished chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, who asked the question in his
presentation, at least two questions.
What is different here than when we
discussed the issue of H.R. 5151? Well,
there are a number of things that are
different, but in the brief time that I
have left to me, I would like to make
two points. One is that I, as the rank-
ing member of the Select Committee
on Hunger, would not now or ever sug-
gest that we withdraw our commit-
ment to food spending for the poor,
and I want to stress that this bill does
not withdraw our present commit-
ment. It does not in any way reduce
current spending levels. In fact, it does
allow for the cost of living indexing,
both in food stamps as well as in shel-
ter and in dependent care, but it main-
tains our present commitment.

It does, in fact, do exactly what
some moderate Republicans had sug-
gested in the 92 Group budget, which
was to maintain current services with
the cost of living increase, so we are
not withdrawing a commitment; but,
Mr. Chairman, I think it must also be
recognized that now we are speaking
in the climate of a deficit crisis.
Indeed, the airwaves and the print
media were filled this weekend with
the thought that we might have to
adopt some extraordinary measures
for a 5-year plan to reduce the budget
deficit.

So I say, no, we should not withdraw
one dime of our commitment to the
poor and their food needs, nor is this
the time to increase significantly, as
the committee bill does, spending in
this particular area.

Because the facts are, as the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. EMERsON] has
laid out, this is a costly additional pro-
gram. In fact, the USDA estimates
that if this indexing proposal to the
100-percent thrifty food plan were ap-
plied over the past 3 years, there
would have been costs overpaid by
$381 million in 1982, $307 million in
1983, and $119 million in 1984.

So the point is that shifting to this
kind of an indexing, as proposed by
the committee, would have in fact re-
sulted in cost overruns, if you will,
above and beyond the cost of inflation.

So I would conclude by stating very
graphically that the budget deficit
crisis has gotten to this extent, that
right now, this year, we are paying
$155 billion in interest on the debt
alone—$155 billion in interest on the
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debt alone, and that interest has not
provided a dollar's worth of food
stamp money nor a meal for a needy
child.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I yield to my col-
league.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

That has been taken into consider-
ation in terms of the budget resolu-
tion. The budget resolution allows for
exactly what is incorporated in here,
and if the gentlewoman voted for the
budget resolution, she essentially was
voting to in fact provide this addition-
al amount for nutrition.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. The fact is, I did
not vote for the budget resolution be-
cause I felt that the numbers were fic-
titious, that the estimates were not
real and that it was not a genuine step
in the direction of a downpayment on
the deficit.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4% minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Leranp], the chair-
man of the Select Committee on
Hunger.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, let me
first commend my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
for his outstanding leadership in this
matter.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
titles XV and XVI as they are intact
and in opposition, for sure, to the Em-
erson amendment. I support the do-
mestic food programs of H.R. 2100. I
intend to support these provisions
with all my heart and everything that
I have got.

The Select Committee on Hunger,
which I chair, has been investigating
the adequacy and availability of exist-
ing food services in both urban and
rural parts of the community through-
out this country. At each of our hear-
ings we have received testimony indi-
cating that current services are inad-
equate. We have been told over and
over again of families who are repeat-
edly forced to do without food because
their benefits do not last through the
months.

We hear horror stories about how
some of our senior citizens have to sell
their food stamps in order that they
can pay their rent or pay their utili-
ties, horror stories like this from poor
people who cannot afford the sacrifice
because of the so-called fiscal conserv-
atism that we hear rampant through-
out this Congress.

A few months ago we received pover-
ty statistics from the Census Bureau
which reported that 14.4 percent of
the American population lives in pov-
erty. That is about 35 million people
in this country. We know there is a
definite link between poverty and
hunger and these census figures con-
firm that a consistently high number
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of low-income Americans remain vul-
nerable to hunger. In a country like
ours, we cannot afford to not feed
people, we cannot afford to cut pro-
grams,

In fact, we need more. I would like
to come here and advocate more food
stamps; but within the fiscal con-
straints of our budget that we have al-
ready dealt with, and I happened to
vote against it, too, because we spend
$10 billion more for military expendi-
tures than we did for human services,
than we did trying to feed and house
the poor of our Nation; little children
that we have benefited in the Missis-
sippi Delta that the gentlewoman
from New Jersey and the gentleman
from Missouri both visited with me,
when we went to Mississippi and we
saw those poor, desperate children. We
saw them suffering.

We heard from doctors who said
that there was rampant anemia, which
is the first sign of hunger and malnu-
trition. We heard from the people in
the programs saying that we just do
not have enough food. We heard from
the white poor senior citizen who said
to us that she had to sacrifice certain
things because she did not have
enough food stamps to last her
through the months.

Mr. Chairman, I envision a day when
there is no more hunger in America, a
day when no child or adult in the
United States need face the prospect
of going without food. This is not a
fantasy for me. When I go home to my
district, I see poor people. I live with
them.

The infant mortality rate in the
black community in this country is
twice as high as it in the white com-
munity. Why is that? It is because we
have a disproportionate number, a
higher poverty rate in the black com-
munity. We do not have adequate food
to feed those young potential mothers
in the WIC program and in the food
stamp program. These people are suf-
fering.

Our children in the black and His-
panic and native American communi-
ties throughout this land and even the
poor white communities are suffering
from the ramifications of this hunger.
Eventually their minds are affected
and they become burdens on our socie-
ty and we pay for them in billions of
dollars in the future.

This amendment is not even cost ef-
fective. We might save a few million
dollars here, but in the long term we
are going to pay for it.

We have got to feed the hungry of
this Nation and we cannot do it by
claiming that we are going to save this
amount of money because we are
paying so much on our debt, so much
interest on our debt.

This hurts me. I have an empathetic
perspective on hunger. I grew up in a
poor community. Now, I do not want
to tell a good ‘‘old boy” story, but my
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people are suffering. People in Appa-
lachia are suffering and we have got to
do something about this.

We cannot afford to have this
amendment pass. We have got to help
our chairman, the gentleman from
California [Mr. PANETTA] to save these
titles. Too much fiscal concern is over-
shadowing the real human concerns
that we ought to have for the people
in our country.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

1 want to first of all say to my dear
friend, the gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the Select Committee on
Hunger, that I do not disagree with
anything the gentleman has said abut
the problems that need to be ad-
dressed; the problems of infant mor-
tality and the other problems that the
gentleman raises, I share his concern
for them, but they are not going to be
cured any more by what the gentle-
man from California [Mr. PanNeTTAl
has in the committee bill than they
would be by my amendment.

More money for food stamps is not
the answer or the cure for infant mor-
tality and the other socioeconomic
problems that the gentleman from
Texas raises, and while I appreciate
his impassioned plea, I do not think
they really speak to the subject of my
amendment.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EMERSON. 1 yield to my friend,
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LELAND. Mr. Chairman, does
the gentleman understand that feed-
ing pregnant women feeds the child
that that pregnant woman is bearing
and that in fact is the very essence of
how we solve problem of low birth
weight and eventually the problem of
infant mortality?

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, if I
may reclaim my time, indeed I do; but
what I am saying is that the solution
to that is not simply an increase in
food stamps. It is a matter of educa-
tion and a lot of other factors relating
to nutrition that need to be addressed.

The gentleman and I have explored
also in the Select Committee on
Hunger the need for the one-stop
shopping for people who are in need.
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Mr. LELAND. But when they stop,
then they cannot find the adequate
food stamps that they have and it does
not help at all, does it?

I understand the gentleman’s con-
cern for trying to streamline programs
in the Government.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EMERSON. If I may reclaim my
time, I yield to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Chairman,
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Mr. Chairman, I would simply like to
say, in consideration of my dear
friend, the gentleman from Texas, and
the point that he is making, but also
the point that the gentleman from
Missouri is making, of course, we are
not solving the total problem of
hunger here, but the two particular
issues that the gentleman referred to,
one in Mississippi and specifically the
WIC Program, are not under this food
stamp bill.

We most generously funded the WIC
Program in reauthorization just
within the last month. The problem of
AFDC is as much a State problem in
the particular situation. They are
interrelated, of course, but they are
not this gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. LELAND. If the gentleman will
yield further, I would just like to clari-
fy my position on the issue.

When we went to Mississippi, the
people talked about the need for more
WIC funding and the need for more
food stamp funding. They were talking
about inadequate services to the little
children in particular, if the gentle-
woman will remember. I am not con-
fused on the issue.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. For our col-
leagues, I want them to know that we
are not talking about WIC and we are
not talking about AFDC in the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. EMErsoN]. We are talking about
food stamps.

Mr. LELAND. We are talking about
food stamps.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, if I
may reclaim my time, let me say that
my amendment does permit a COLA
increase. We are, with my amendment,
going to permit a full COLA increase
in food stamps. My amendment does
not cut anything. Nothing.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has
said it over and over again, and it is
simply not true. What he has done is
selectively chosen between the pluses
and the minuses in the legislation. He
got rid of the pluses, he accepted the
minuses, and what he has are cuts.

Mr. EMERSON. Let me say to the
gentleman, they may be cuts from the
budget adopted by the House but they
are not cuts from the program. We
have to keep our terminology straight
here.

What we do not do is add the add-
ons in my amendment. We do not cut.
We just do not add the add-ons that
are in the committee bill.

In response to the gentleman from
California [Mr. RoyeaL] I want to say
that the elderly are provided a
maxium asset allowance of $3,000. In
addition to the $3,000, the food stamp
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participants may, this is all included,
keep their home and their property re-
gardless of acreage, household goods,
furniture, appliances, cash value of
life insurance policies, pension funds,
all cars used for producing income,
and irrevocable trust funds.

This amendment does not cut. It is
like the old argument going back to
1981 when they said we were cutting.
We were not cutting anything. We
were restraining the rate of growth
and that is what my amendment does
right here. We permit the COLA but
we restrain the rate of growth.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EMERSON. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked the gen-
tleman this question before since it
was of concern to me.

Suppose the economy gets worse, I
ask the gentleman from Missouri.
What will happen to those additional
people that will be in need, not pres-
ently on the food stamp rolls but who
will be in need? Is it not correct under
the gentleman’s amendment that they
will be entitled and included under his
amendment?

Mr. EMERSON. That is absolutely
correct. If you qualify, you qualify,
and in that case which the gentlewom-
an suggests, I suppose the ultimate
result would be that we would have to
ask for a supplemental.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. Fazio]l a member of
the Select Committee on Hunger.

Mr. FAZIO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the
Select Committee on Hunger, I also
happen to serve on the Committee on
the Budget and I want to begin my
brief remarks by attesting to the fact
that this was a clearly and fully debat-
ed issue in the conference that we had
with the other body. In the adoption
of the budget resolution, we clearly
left this one domestic initiative con-
tained in the House resolution, intact.

In concert with the Senate, we decid-
ed that the hunger problem that is so
clearcut in our country needed to be
attacked. It is understood that there
would be a small increase in this year’s
domestic spending agenda for this pur-
pose. In fact, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
EmeRrsonN] would reduce below the cur-
rent services baseline, and that is what
I think he is referring to when he
talks about COLA'’s, spending for food
stamps over 5 years by $543 million.
We are not keeping pace here. We are
cutting below the level required to
keep on doing the same job—moderate
as it may be—next year.
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We are cutting below the level pro-
jected for 1986 by $200 million. That is
the total reduction in the Emerson
amendment, a $200 million reduction
over the legislation that passed this
floor overwhelmingly, authored by the
gentleman from California [Mr. Pa-
nETTA] and cosponsored by a broad, bi-
partisan consensus in this body. And
these numbers are attested to by the
Congressional Budget Office.

Why were we so much together on
this issue? Because the data is clear. In
Chicago, in Massachusetts, in Minne-
sota, not the poorest places in this
country, studies show a clear increase
in infant mortality, low birth weight
children, tremendous health problems
with cost implications for the taxpay-
ers of this country in the years ahead.
The gentleman from New York [Mr.
GiLmMaN] can make this point more
clearly.

But I want everyone to understand
that half of the people who get food
stamps are children. We are currently
finding that only 19.8 million people
use food stamps when, in fact, there
are 33.8 million Americans living in
poverty. You can assume that half of
the 14 million people who are eligible
and not receiving food stamps today
are children.

If we want to make a good invest-
ment in the future of our country, let
alone in the future of the taxpayers
who support it, we should begin by
adopting the bill as adopted last year
and again this year.

As a member of the Select Committee on
Hunger and chairman of the Budget Task
Force on Income Security, I have heard
testimony from State and local health and
welfare officials attesting to the growing
numbers of American families whose daily
diets are nutritionally deficient. Hunger in
our country does exist and if we do not
take steps to ensure that low-income fami-
lies are provided with the means for ade-
quate nutrition then hunger will persist in
America.

The amendments proposed by the gentle-
men from Missouri to maintain the Food
Stamp Program under current law and to
allow each State to operate its own food
stamp program will drastically push back
efforts to end hunger in this country. Food
stamp eligibility determination would not
be updated to reflect the real cost of living
for the poor and many needy American
families could be cut off the Food Stamp
Program.

The President’s Task Force on Food As-
sistance (1984) reported that:

The recessions of the past have resulted in
an increase in the number of “new"” poor
families, many of whom are needy but have
assets which disqualify them from eligibility
to the food stamp program.

H.R. 2100 includes provisions recom-
mended by the Task Force for providing
food stamps to the new poor. The proposed
amendment goes against the President’s
Task Force recommendations.
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Millions of needy Americans are, under
current law, unserved by the Food Stamp
Program: Participants in the Food Stamp
Program total 19.8 million, however, right
now 33.7 million Americans are living in
poverty.

If the Federal Government were to relin-
quish its national responsibility for the
Food Stamp Program to the States—the
Emerson optional block grant proposal—
then those States unable to absorb the
burden of the program due to unsteady
economic conditions would be forced to
reduce benefits and/or cut needy persons
from the program.

Food is a basic human need. Access to
adequate food should remain a right for
every American. Any effort to reduce the
Federal Government's commitment to this
right would be an immoral catastrophe in
our land of plenty.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for speakers
at this time and would reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. GIiLMmMaN], a
member of the Select Committee on
Hunger.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Emerson amend-
ment and I commend the gentleman
from California [Mr. PanerTal for his
efforts in support of the Food Security
Act.

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the
Select Committee on Hunger, 1 have
become acutely aware of the long-term
consequences of hunger and malnutri-
tion at home and abroad. I do not be-
lieve we can support a more worthy
policy than assuring minimum nutri-
tion to American families.

1 am objecting to the Emerson
amendment and urging my colleagues
to vote against it for several reasons:
First, the amendment eliminates the
slight benefit increases adopted by the
Agriculture Committee that will help
the poor and unemployed feed their
families. Second, the Emerson amend-
ment would cut the Food Stamp Pro-
gram below current services by ap-
proximately $550 million in fiscal year
1990. Third, it would seriously affect
poor children, single parents, the frail
elderly, and other vulnerable groups
by not recognizing extraordinary ex-
penses for energy assistance, for child
care, shelter, or burial savings in com-
puting benefits against a meager
budget.

The Agriculture Committee bill is
modeled after the recommendations of
the President’'s 1984 Task Force on
Food Assistance and is similar to the
Hunger Relief Act which passed with
overwhelming bipartisan support in
the House in 1984. The Emerson
amendment deletes those provisions
that was designed to ensure basic food
benefits to keep pace with the costs of
food in the next 4 years.
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There is significant evidence that
the problem of hunger in the United
States is not new, nor is it diminishing.
Health indicators such as infant mor-
tality and low-birth weight are on the
rise in rural America. Growth stunting
among urban, poor children due to in-
adequate nutrition is also common
today. The postneonatal death rate is
on the upswing nationally for the first
time in 20 years, and it is largely at-
tributed to inadequate prenatal nutri-
tion and care.

The overall affect of this vote will
determine whether we make progress
in combating hunger, malnutrition,
and related health problems in our
own Nation in the future. Accordingly,
I urge my colleagues to vote against
gutting the antihunger effect of H.R.
2100 and to vote in opposition to the
Emerson amendment.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute and 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CoMBEST].

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. As I
supported the amendment in commit-
tee, I will support the gentleman’s
amendment on the floor. I think it is
important.

I do not look at defense spending or
spending for farm programs or others
in comparison with the Food Stamp
Program. I do not feel we are taking
money from the Food Stamp Program
and giving it to the Defense Depart-
ment or any other agency. I think we
have got to look at spending levels as
they are and as they appear under
each program.

This amendment does not call for a
freeze at last year's level. It allows for
cost-of-living adjustments. We are al-
lowing for cost-of-living adjustments
in other programs. It allows it to go up
and it allows new increases of partici-
pants to come onboard.

I strongly support the amendment
of the gentleman. I would have to look
closely at it if it froze at last year's
levels, but in fact, it does not. And I
thank the gentleman again. I would
like to reiterate the fact that it is not
a freeze, it is not a cut, it is simply al-
lowing the program to continue as was
and not add those additional increases
on.

I think while I did vote for the
budget, there are many areas that
under that budget resolution I may
vote to cut the funding below that
level. I do not believe we have got to
limit it to that level, and if we can cut
and save additional spending, I think
we should do so. I do not believe we
are cutting this program, or adding it
to defense, or cutting this program
and adding it to something else. I
think we have to look at every poten-
tial program and to cut in the areas
where we can. I think we can poten-
tially make some changes here that
will allow this program to still operate
efficiently.
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I appreciate the gentleman’s amend-
ment and will support it.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-
man for his comments.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. MITCHELL].

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment,
of course. Everybody, everybody wants
spending cut, and I want it cut, too.
But I do not not want it cut on the
backs of those who are the least pow-
erful in this Nation. It is just not
decent, it is not right.

Today the U.S. Catholic bishops
issued a statement trying to call the
attention of this Nation to poverty in
our midst. While I am glad they did
that, I am somewhat ashamed that
here in this House, where we should
be representing all of the people, we
did not take the initiative on this. We
did not take the initiative in address-
ing poverty.

No, we tock the initiative in banging
it on the backs of the poor, those who
are the poorest, the more powerless,
those without a voice, time and time
again in the budget process over the
last 4 years, those who have suffered
the most, not the military budget, not
those favored programs of people, but
you bang on the poor, and the alien-
ated, and those in desperate straits in
this country.

The other thing that annoys me so
much is that we have the gift of glib
words to try to cover over with words
the real things that we are doing. This
is a cut. Spell it out any other way you
want to, it is a cut.

The argument has been raised that
somehow or another all that we are
doing is preventing some add-ons.
Well, even if that were true, when the
condition changes and the need arises,
is it not the responsibility of this
House to address that need?

No, let us just kill this amendment,
for the Lord’s sake. It is time to stop
banging and flogging the poor of this
Nation in the name of deficits. Let
somebody else contribute to the deficit
reduction.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

You know, it strikes me that we can
call a duck a giraffe, but that does not
make it one.

Now, all 1 hear is cut, cut, cut. This
is not a cutting amendment. We do not
permit the increase for Puerto Rico.
We stabilized the grant for Puerto
Rico at a set amount per year over the
next 5 years, and somehow that is con-
strued as a savings of $208 million.

But the fact of the matter is my
amendment would permit a COLA, it
would permit increases in the cost of
deductions. We just do not add the
add-ons. It is not cutting.

As 1 said earlier, it is like the argu-
ment back in 1981 when we were not
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cutting, we were restraining the rate
of growth essentially, and that is what
we are doing here.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment. I
know that it is well-intentioned and
that it is offered in the hope of saving
money.

I think it is important to realize
what we are doing here. There were
tradeoffs made, in this bill this year.
Some things were cut which I did not
exactly agree with in order to provide
funds for other purposes.

What does this amendment do after
those tradeoffs have been made? It
takes the benefit side of the tradeoffs
and eliminates them.

Depending on how you look at it,
that may or may not be a cut in spend-
ing. If you make a deal in which you
are going to give something, and take
away something, and then you take
away what you have given, it is not a
very good deal. This is particularly
true for those who are trying to see
some improvements in the Food
Stamp Program in this bill.

As already pointed out, this bill as
reported by the committee is substan-
tially the same as the Hunger Relief
Act of 1984. Anybody, in this body
concerned about consistency who
would like to say what I voted for last
year when it comes time to implement
it, I did what I said I was going to do,
should be very concerned about were
they in favor of this amendment.

Also, it has been pointed out that
there are a lot of confusing statistics
being bounced around here. Let us
take a look at a family of four, with
income at the poverty level, average
benefit, not the overall average bene-
fit. There is a big difference. Let's take
a look at what has happened to the av-
erage family. Such a family of four
over the last 4 years has fallen behind
relative to current services. In fact,
the CBO says that this year we are
about $2 billion behind current serv-
ices when compared to 1981.

Furthmore, the Physicians Task
Force on Hunger did a recent study
showing that up to 20 million Ameri-
cans go hungry each month. This is an
intolerable situation.

In H.R. 2100, we have authorized
slight increases in the Food Stamp
Program to help stem the rising tide
of hunger. This bill makes adjust-
ments in the thrifty food plan formula
so that it better reflects the true cost
of food for our neediest citizens. It au-
thorizes the first increase in the over-
all asset limitation level since it was
established in 1971 and provides great-
er incentives for food stamp recipients
to work by returning the earned
income deduction allowance to 20 per-




October 7, 1985

cent. This bill also extends the author-
ization for pilot projects allowing sen-
iors in several States, including Ver-
mont, to continue cashing out their
food stamps.

During the Agriculture Committee
markup of this bill the committee
joined with me to correct a longstand-
ing inequity in the eligibility determi-
nation process. As you know, a high
proportion of seniors living alone are
below the poverty level. In 1982, 15
percent of all elderly were below the
poverty level. Twenty-eight percent of
the seniors living alone had incomes
below the poverty level. Even higher
proportions of elderly women and a
majority, 66 percent, of black women
living alone were below the poverty
level. In Vermont, over 70 percent of
the elderly poor live alone or with un-
related individuals. Clearly the elderly
living alone are in need of assistance.

In recognizing that seniors have spe-
cial concerns and expenses, higher re-
source limitations for food stamp eligi-
bility purposes have been established.
In existing law, the asset limitation
level for households with two or more
members, one of whom is age 60 or
over, is $3,000. All other food stamp
households have a far lower asset
threshold. In other words, seniors
living alone are currently ineligible for
the higher elderly asset level. A very
simple provision in H.R. 2100 corrects
this inequity.

All in all, HR. 2100 authorizes an
additional $155 million for the Food
Stamp Program in 1986. There is no
doubt in my mind that his increase is
both necessary and fully justified. In
my home State of Vermont I see fami-
lies who must regularly tap the re-
sources of emergency food shelves and
soup kitchens because they are unable
to feed their children during the final
week of the month. A recent report re-
leased by the TU.S. Conference of
Mayors shows that the number of
families and children requesting emer-
gency food aid increased by over 35
percent in 1984. I have constituents
who call my district offices, literally in
tears, when they find that, due to a
weekend or holiday at the end of the
month, their stamps will arrive a day
or two late. I am particularly con-
cerned about seniors and disabled indi-
viduals, unable to leave their homes,
that have little access to outside food
resources once they have exhausted
their food stamps. Living on the edge
in this way has become all to common-
place across the country. I urge my
colleagues to join me in supporting the
important increases in food stamp
benefits contained in this bill. Action
is needed now to help mend the grow-
ing holes in this vital safety net pro-
gram.

While I support this bill, there are
problems that this legislation does not
address. One area where I have a great
deal of concern is in our current food
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stamp quality control system. As you
know, in 1980 Congress established,
and in 1982 stiffened, a quality control
system that makes States financially
liable for errors resulting in benefit
overissuances. Starting this year, fiscal
year 1985, States have a 5-percent
target error rate. Errors in excess of 5
percent will result in fiscal sanctions
that will take a hefty chunk out of
many States’ administrative budgets.
In fact, if error rates for 1985 remain
at 1983 levels, most recent data avail-
able, almost every State would be
faced with a sanction. Even if error
rates continue their downward trend
as projected by both the CBO and
USDA, States will still be assessed
$69.5 million for fiscal year 1984 and
over $198 million for fiscal year 1985.

There should be no complacency
over errors in any Federal program
and it is imperative that we continue
to work to improve the administration
of the Food Stamp Program. If our
goal is indeed to improve quality how-
ever, imposing higher and higher
fiscal sanctions at the same time that
States are lowering their error rates
just does not make sense. Shifting ad-
ministrative costs from Federal to
State coffers under the guise of qual-
ity control is at best irresponsible and
at worst could actually jeopardize ade-
quate administration of the Food
Stamp Program in States that cannot
afford to pick up this slack.

This is a problem that is not going to
go away by itself. I believe that re-
forming our current gquality control
system should be a priority for the Ag-
riculture Committee and the House as
we continue to work on improving the
Food Stamp Program.

As a final point, I strongly support
the purposes outlined in the food
stamp title of this legislation.

I would urge Members to carefully
weigh this bill and to vote against this
amendment. The bill as it stands is an
attempt to balance the needs of people
in urban areas as well as people in
rural areas. If we adopt this amend-
ment, we will unbalance this bill.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

Mrs. ROUKEMA. I thank my col-
league. I just wanted to comment on
the consistency aspect of this.

I do not view the issue the same as
H.R. 5151, but I do know that when
the 92 group of moderate Republicans
adopted their budget this year, this
was the precise program for food
stamps, current services plus an allow-
ance for inflation. That is what the
basis of the 92 group budget was.

So if we are looking for consistency,
that is one area we should look at. It
was very precise.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
state that the gentleman from Missou-
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ri [Mr. EMErsoN] has 4 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. PaNETTA] has 2% minutes
remaining.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
state to the gentleman from Missouri
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. PaNeTTA] has the right to close
the debate.

The EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I would
say that the bill before us today
simply is not H.R. 5151 that passed
last year with my support. It is very
significantly different.

There was no permanent change to
the thrifty food plan in H.R. 5151.
There is one in H.R. 2100 at a cost of
almost $500 milion by 1988.

The shelter dependent care deduc-
tion was not separated in H.R. 5151
and allowed to more than double. In
H.R. 2100, there is almost a 150-per-
cent increase in these deductions.

So I would just repeat for emphasis
that my amendment is not a cutting
amendment. It just does not add the
add-ons, and it is a responsible amend-
ment that gives a full COLA for the
cost of food as anticipated under the
law, and a full COLA for allowable de-
ductions.

It just does not add the add-ons, and
I think Members ought to be critically
aware of that fact. It is not, as it has
been described, a cutting amendment
at all.

I would go back to repeat that in the
debate in the budget over Social Secu-
rity, it was not, are we going to expand
Social Security or are we going to have
a COLA. It was, is there going to be a
COLA or is there not going to be a
COLA.

The debate here today is, is there
going to be a COLA or is there going
to be a vastly expanded food stamp
program. I submit that we ought to
vote for the Emerson amendment,
permit the COLA and the deductions,
but not expand the program at this
critical time, considering the deficits
that we face.

I reserve the balance of my time.

0 1515

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. bE LA GARzA].

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully ask my
colleagues, once again, to stay with
the committee. I want to mention
something very briefly about food
stamps; that there is still some talk
and some insinuation that somehow
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they are bad, that there is too much
fraud and abuse. I want to categorical-
ly state to you that if any person re-
ceives food stamps that he is not enti-
tled to, only two things could have
happened: The person did not tell the
truth, or someone made a mistake.
Otherwise, we have got the rules
drawn so tight that no one can cate-
gorically state that they can abuse the
Program.

Second, we are getting bogged down
too much with figures here, but I
think I can simplify the numbers: Had
it not been for the cuts of 1981 or the
change in the legislation in 1981 and
1982, we would be at 100. But we are at
50. So we add on trying to get to about
80. The gentleman from Missouri says
that the amendment does not cut. We
are not cutting; but we are not at the
100 I spoke of. What the committee
bill does is try to get up to the 80 and
the amendment keeps us at the 50,
COLA and everything. That is the gist
of it.

The fact is also that we cannot legis-
late in a vacuum on this type of legis-
lation. We made our cuts, nearly $8
billion, in the committee. The whole
bill saves a net of $7.9 billion; but we
balance spending and savings; we bal-
ance the bill. We add here on the food
stamp, but cut in another area. Our
bill is balanced. You cannot strike out
solely at the poorest of the poor just
because the committee added a little
bit. It is true that we added, but we
add to bring the program back up to
80, we did not try to go to the whole
100, to restore the program to 100 per-
cent of pre-1981 levels. I wish that
somehow we would not even need food
stamps. This is the greatest country in
the world. We should not be talking
about feeding hungry people, but they
are there, they are out there in my
area, in rural America, and in your
area, in the inner cities. That is where
they are at. We should not say, “No,”
to them at this time.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man yield back the balance of his
time?

Mr. EMERSON. No; 1 reserve my
time, Mr. Chairman.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, my
understanding is that this division of
time relates to the entire title of the
bill and there may be other amend-
ments. Would my reservation of time
apply to the other amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair
stated a few minutes ago, the gentle-
man managing the bill on behalf of
the committee has the right to close
debate on the amendment.

Mr. EMERSON. I understand.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman's
question that if he reserves the 2 min-
utes, he will have an additional 2 min-
utes on an amendment that may be
forthcoming?

Mr. EMERSON. Yes, Mr, Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. That is appropri-
ate.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to close on this amendment, and I
yield myself the remaining time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. PANETTA] is rec-
ognized for 30 seconds.

Mr. PANETTA. Let me say very
simply this program has taken its cuts;
$2 billion a year were cut from the
program over 4 years. What we try to
restore here is about 20 percent in
terms of many restorations that were
recommended by the President’s Com-
mission on Hunger.

Let me also say that the people that
we hurt will involve long-run costs in
the future. If we do not provide ade-
guate nutrition now, we will pay for it
in increased Medicaid costs, in in-
creased costs in terms of education.

Vote against this amendment. We
need to invest in the future.

Mr. FUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to Congressman BILL EMERSON’S
amendment to H.R. 2100 which would have
a very detrimental and discriminatory
effect on the needy American citizens of
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico whom I
represent in Congress. This amendment
would, among other things, freeze for an
additional 5 years the current funding level
of the Nutritional Assistance Program of
Puerto Rico [NAP], which was established
in 1982 in lieu of food stamps and which
has been frozen since then at a level that
represented a cut of 25 percent of the
amount Puerto Rico was getting under the
National Food Stamp Program.

My opposition to the Emerson amend-
ment stems from my concern that the
growing erosion in actual buying power of
the poor in Puerto Rico due to the accumu-
lating effects of inflation over a 9-year
period will have a very adverse and highly
discriminatory impact upon my already
very disadvantaged constituents.

Right now, the maximum nutrition as-
sistance benefit to needy families in Puerto
Rico is only 72 percent of what is paid to a
food stamp family on the mainland, this in
spite of the fact that Puerto Rico has sub-
stantially higher food costs, and despite the
fact that needy families in Puerto Rico
have substantially lower incomes and lower
levels of other Federal assistance than
comparable families on the mainland. The
Emerson amendment would, in effect,
result in a further, severe cutback of the
food assistance benefits in Puerto Rico,
since it would keep the 1982 cap through
1990, and deny us even a nominal increase
to partially offset rising food costs.

According to CBO estimates, if the
Puerto Rican program remains frozen in-
definitely, as Mr. EMERSON proposes, the
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overall benefit reduction for my needy con-
stituents will reach about 40 percent by
fiscal year 1990. In other words, two of
every five food assistance dollars will have
effectively disappeared in the Puerto Rican
program if the Emerson amendment pre-
vails. While the National Food Stamp pro-
gram has been enjoying yearly increases to
account for inflation, the Puerto Rican
program has been suffering yearly reduc-
tions. There is a very large gap between
what needy Puerto Ricans get in nutrition
assistance and what their counterparts in
the mainland get yet the Emerson amend-
ment would keep that unfair gap growing.
The poor in Puerto Rico get an increasing-
ly inadequate amount of funds for food as-
sistance and yet the Emerson amendment
would further cut back the benefits they re-
celve.

This is why the Agriculture Committee of
the House, in providing for an update in
NAP funding levels to partially reflect in-
creased food costs, stated, and I read from
its report on H.R. 2100 (Rept. 99-271, part
1)

The Committee believes that a continued
freeze in authorized funds for the NAP
would impose an inequitable burden on the
poor in Puerto Rico. Without an increase to
reflect changes in food prices, Puerto Rico
would be forced to further reduce benefits
and limit eligibility. In the view of the Com-
mittee, Puerto Rico has already borne sig-
nificant reductions in its primary food as-
sistance program. Any further cuts in
spending authority could impair the nutri-
tional status and long-term health of its
population. The Committee thus supports
nominal increases in the authorization ceil-
ing for the Puerto Rico Nutrition Program
to reflect changes in food prices.

Mr. Chairman, let me stress the multifa-
ceted nature of our predicament: First, we
begin with a lower level of nutrition assist-
ance; second, then, in addition, we have
had no indexing for inflation even though
food prices go up every year in Puerto Rico
just as they do in the mainland; third, our
food costs are much higher in Puerto Rico
than in the mainland, and further, the poor
in Puerto Rico are in fact not only poorer
than those in the mainland, but also have
less access to other sources of help than
those in the mainland. Currently, for exam-
ple the maximum income allowed to a
needy family to qualify for NAP is $8,000 a
year while a comparable mainland family
may qualify for a higher food stamp bene-
fit even with income as high as $13,260 a
year. Likewise, my constituents are either
not eligible or else receive substantially less
amounts of funds in Federal programs
such as the Supplemental Security Income,
AFDC, Medicaid, and other programs that
help the disadvantaged.

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is that
poor American citizens who live in Puerto
Rico are not only much worse off than
those in the mainland, but also that the
food assistance they get is grossly inad-
equate to meet their nutritional needs.

The nominal increase in funds author-
ized by the Agriculture Committee which
Mr. EMERSON opposes will help insure that
the nutritional status and long-term health
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of the Puerto Rican needy will not be fur-
ther impaired by more cuts in the actual
buying power of their food assistance pro-
gram. Its defeat will prevent that large gap
which already exists between the needy in
Puerto Rico and those on the mainland
from further disproportionate widening.

I urge you to oppose Mr. EMERSON’s
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON], as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 171, noes
238, not voting 25, as follows:

[Roll No. 338]
AYES—1T1

Gunderson Pashayan
Hammerschmidt Penny
Hansen Petri
Hartnett Porter
Hendon Quillen
Henry Regula

Hiler Ritter

Hillis Roberts

Holt Robinson
Hopkins Rogers
Hunter Roth

Hutto Roukema
Hyde Rowland (CT)
Ireland Rudd

Kasich Saxton
Kemp Schaefer
Kindness Schuette
Kolbe Schulze
Kramer Sensenbrenner
Lagomarsino Shaw

Latta Shumway
Leach (1A) Shuster
Leath (TX) Siljander
Lent Skeen

Lewis (FL) Skelton
Lightfoot Slaughter
Livingston Smith (NE)
Lott Smith, Denny
Lowery (CA) (OR)

Lujan Smith, Robert
Lungren (NH)

Mack Smith, Robert
Madigan (OR)
Marlenee Snyder
Martin (IL) Solomon
MeCain Spence
McCollum Stallings
McEwen Stangeland
McGrath Stenholm
McKernan Strang
McMillan Stump
Meyers Sundquist
Michel Sweeney
Miller (OH) Swindall
Miller (WA) Tauke
Molinari Taylor
Monson Thomas (CA)
Montgomery Vander Jagt
Moore Volkmer
Moorhead Vucanovich
Morrison (WA) Walker
Myers Weber
Nichols Whitehurst
Nielson Whittaker
O'Brien Woll

Oxley Wylie
Packard Young (FL)
Parris Zschau

NOES—238

Anderson
Andrews

Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Chandler
Chappell
Chappie
Cheney
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest

Dannemeyer
Daub

DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Dyson
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Evans (1A)
Fawell
Fiedler
Fields
Frenzel
Gekas
Gibbons
Gingrich
Goodling
Gregg
Grotberg

Annunzio
Anthony

Akaka
Alexander
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Applegate
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Bedell
Beilenson
Berman
Bevill
Biaggil
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Breaux
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Bruce
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Carper
Carr
Chapman
Clinger
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crockett
Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dowdy
Downey
Duncan
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
English
Erdreich
Evans (IL)
Fascell McDade
Fazio McKinney
Feighan Mica

Fish Mikulskl
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal

Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar

NOT VOTING—25

Lundine Ray

Martin (NY) Rinaldo
Mavroules Schumer
McCandless Shelby
McHugh Stokes
Moakley Towns
Mrazek Young (MO)
Nelson

Pursell

O 1530
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
Lantos
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland
Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowry (WA)
Luken
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy

Obey

Olin

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Rahall
Rangel
Reid
Richardson
Ridge
Rodino
Roe
Roemer
Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sharp
Sikorski
Sisisky
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Smith (NJ)
Snowe
Solarz
Spratt

St Germain
Staggers
Stark
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Tauzin
Thomas (GA)
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
‘Walgren
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whitten
Williams
‘Wilson
Wirth
Wise
Wolpe
Wortley
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Franklin
Frost
Fuqua
Gallo
Garcia

Ackerman
Addabbo
Barnes
Clay
Darden
Daschle
LaFalce
Lewis (CA)
Loeffler
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Mr. McCandless for, Barnes

against.

Ms. MIKULSKI changed her vote
from “‘aye’ to “no.”

Messrs. GROTBERG, DELAY,
NICHOLS, and VOLKMER changed
their votes from ‘“no' to “‘aye.”

So the amendment, as amended, was
rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Was the amend-
ment printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp of September 24?

Mr. JEFFORDS. The amendment
was printed in the Recorp, Mr. Chair-
man.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Page 388, beginning on line 7, strike out
“Low Income Home Energy Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.),” and insert in lieu
thereof “Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.)
other than energy crisis intervention assist-
ance provided under section 2604(a) of such
Act,”.

Page 390, beginning on line 1, strike out
“Low Income Home Energy Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.)” and insert in lieu
thereof “Low-Income Energy Assistance Act
of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.)”.

Page 390, beginning on line 17, strike out
“Low Income Home Energy Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.),” and insert in lieu
thereof “Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.)
other than energy crisis intervention assist-
ance provided under section 2604(a) of such
Act,".

Mr. JEFFORDS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the agree-
ment, the gentleman is entitled to 5
minutes for his amendment. If there is
opposition, the opposition is entitled
to 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr, Chairman, let
me explain what will occur. These are
relatively important matters and they
deal with the jurisdictions of more
than one committee. First of all, I am
offering this amendment for the sole
purpose of entering into a colloguy
with respect to the intent of certain
provisions of the food stamp bill rela-
tive to an employment training pro-
gram.

I then intend to offer three other
amendments, one dealing with low-
income home energy assistance and
two dealing with the Job Training
Partnership Act. I would ask the in-

with Mr.
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dulgence of the Members for these
amendments.

I would like to enter into a colloquy
with the chairman of the subcommit-
tee and the ranking Republican of the
subcommittee, to clarify some of the
issues relative to cooperation between
the Job Training Partnership Act and
the programs as set forth in this bill
relative to training under the Food
Stamp Program.

I would like to clarify an issue re-
garding the Employment and Training
Program, section 1514 of this bill. I
agree with the gentleman that one ob-
jective of this program should be to
assist individuals who are receiving
food stamps to become gainfully em-
ployed. It is clear that this section of
the bill is necessary to implement ef-
fective and innovative training and job
search programs for food stamp recipi-
ents in order to facilitate their move
into unsubsidized jobs.

Am I correct in assuming though
that the gentleman intends that these
programs should not duplicate, where
feasible, existing programs that could
serve this population?

Mr. EMERSON. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Is it also true that
the gentleman intends that where fea-
sible there should be coordination, not
duplication of effort, between other
available employment and training
programs such as the Work Incentive
Program, the Job Training Partner-
ship Act, and the Employment Serv-
ices?

Mr. EMERSON. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Additionally, under
other employment and training pro-
grams, labor market information is
collected. Does the gentleman intend
that this program utilize that informa-
tion as it relates to this program?

Mr. EMERSON. I expect that States
will use all available information in
setting up employment and training
programs in food stamp participants.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Further, if the
services of other employment and
training programs are utilized, does
the gentleman intend that funds avail-
able under this section be used to pro-
vide these services?

Mr. EMERSON. States will make ap-
propriate reimbursement to other
agencies when employment and train-
ing services are utilized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Finally, it is my
hope that the report from the Secre-
tary regarding the findings from these
programs be made available to the
Committee on Education and Labor in
the House and the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources in the
Senate.

I thank the gentleman for his an-
swers, and look forward to working
with him during the conference on
this bill to further refine these con-
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cepts, and to strengthen the intent of
this program.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this
program is to help certain food stamp
participants move into regular employ-
ment by providing training and experi-
ence and improving the employability
of the participants. It also allows the
State to coordinate employment and
training activities under both the Food
Stamp and AFDC Programs.

A State will have considerable lati-
tude in designing its program. State
flexibility is important if the program
is to succeed. Each State can designate
other agencies to administer parts of
its program, such as those agencies ad-
ministering the Job Training and Part-
nership Act [JTPA] programs or State
public employment offices. The pro-
gram itself may encompass, at the dis-
cretion of a State, job search training
and support programs, such as job
finding clubs, training in employment
techniques, job placement, or other
training and support activities aimed
at improving the employability of par-
ticipants.

It is my intention that programs set
up to help food stamp participants
return to full-time employment be co-
ordinated with all other employment
and training programs for this group
of people, including WIN, Job Train-
ing Partnership Act, and the Commu-
nity Work Experience Program. In ad-
dition, should the food stamp agency
use the services of these programs, ap-
propriate reimbursement would be
made. Should there be any further
issues of coordination that need to be
worked out, I am confident that these
can be accomplished in conference.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, it is
also my understanding that the chair-
man of the subcommittee has no ob-
jection to this colloquy.

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the CoONGRES-
s10NAL RECORD of September 24?

Mr. JEFFORDS. The amendment
has been printed, Mr. Chairman.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Page 388, strike out lines 6 through 10.

Page 388, line 11, strike out "(i)" and
insert in lieu therof “(i)".

Page 389, line 17, strike out “(ii)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(ii)",
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Page 390, strike out lines 9 through 20,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

(5) effective February 1, 1986, in clause
{A) of the last sentence, striking out “$35 a
month” and inserting in lieu thereof "“the
lesser of $35 a month or 5 per centum of
monthly household income after any exclu-
sions and before any deductions provided
for in this section™.

Mr. JEFFORDS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer this amendment on behalf of
myself, the chairman of the Education
and Labor Committee [Mr. HAWKINS]
and the chairman of the Energy and
Commerce Committee [Mr. DINGELL].
I rise to offer a small amendment to
correct what I think is a serious prob-
lem with the bill as it was reported by
the Agriculture Committee.

The bill as written would fundamen-
tally alter the treatment of energy as-
sistance payments for food stamp pur-
poses. In stark contrast to congression-
al intent in reauthorizing the energy
assistance program only last year, the
bill before us would require, in some
cases, that some people have their
food stamp benefits cut because they
received energy assistance benefits.

Congress never intended for this to
happen, and I do not think that we
should permit it to happen now. My
amendment would simply strike the
energy assistance language from the
bill.

We often hear of people faced with
the “heat or eat” dilemma. I can think
of no instance when this dilemma has
been clearer. I certainly do not think
we should be in the position of sanc-
tioning it.

Moreover, I am concerned that the
Agriculture Committee’s action strays
into the jursidiction of the other com-
mittee on which I serve, Education
and Labor, and into that of the Cocm-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. I am
joined in support of the pending
amendment by my distinguished col-
leagues, Chairman HAWKINS and
Chairman DingeLL, and the chairmen
of each of the three subcommittees
with jursidiction over this issue. I am
also joined by ranking Republican
Tom TAUke, who is lucky enough to
serve on both the Education and
Labor and Energy and Commerce
Committees.

As I mentioned, Congress only last
year reenacted the Energy Assistance
Program and again included the lan-
guage prohibiting energy assistance
benefits from being counted as income
or resources for any purpose under
any Federal or State law. Despite this
clear intent, the Department of Agri-
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culture is currently trying to include
energy assistance payments in the cal-
culation of food stamp benefits.

To date, USDA's policy has been
challenged in three courts. USDA has
lost each case, and is prohibited in
those States affected from enforcing
this policy. I think the court’s inter-
pretations are correct, and I think
they should ultimately be adopted na-
tionwide. My purpose here is to allow
the courts to continue to decide this
issue, rather than allowing one com-
mittee, which is not the committee
with jurisdiction over the energy as-
sistance program, to decide the issue.

The amendment I am offering is not
costly—only $5 million in 1986 and $20
million over 3 years—but it will correct
a serious inequity in the bill. It has
broad support, not only within Con-
gress, but outside it as well.

Let's not force people to heat or eat.
Let's continue to recognize energy as-
sistance as a supplemental program.
And let's not undo what we did only
last year and what we will probably do
again next year. Mr. Chairman, I urge
my colleagues to give their full sup-
port to this amendment.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, we
have reviewed this particular amend-
ment. This is obviously a complicated
area in dealing with vendor energy as-
sistance payments, but it would help
clarify the situation with regards to
those payments. I would like to accept
the amendment, at least for the pur-
pose of bringing it into conference in
the hopes of clarifying this issue.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. EMERSON. Does the gentleman
have a cost estimate on this amend-
ment?

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. The first year
cost would be $5 million, and $20 mil-
lion over 3 years.

Mr. EMERSON. If the gentleman
would yield further, this title current-
ly has a price tag of $22 billion over
the life of the bill, and the gentleman
wants to add $20 million to that?

Mr. JEFFORDS. 1 want to put the
law back where it is now which would
result in a loss, and if you want to put
it that way, of savings of $20 million.

Mr. EMERSON. So this is another
add-on to the committee bill?

Mr. JEFFORDS. If you want to put
it that way, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-
man.

0 1550

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment which is identi-
fied as “JEFFORDS 006.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in-
quire if the amendment has been
printed in the RECORD.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes, the amend-
ment has been printed in the RECORD,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Page 387, line 16, insert “for more than 6
months” after “participating".

Mr. JEFFORDS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, al-
though I do not believe that this
amendment will be accepted, I want to
explain it and make sure Members
know what we are doing. I do not
intend to ask for a record vote on the
amendment, but I do believe it is im-
portant that we let everyone know
what is happening here.

Three years ago we passed the Job
Training Partnership Act. This bill is
currently in force. It is working well.
One of the provisions of that law is
that if someone goes into training, for
example, an on-the-job training pro-
gram, the small amount of money that
person receives while being trained is
not counted as income for the pur-
poses of determining food stamp eligi-
bility. The reason for this provision is
to insure that we do not discourage
people from going into training in
order to obtain employment. In H.R.
2100, one of the savings included in
the bill changes this policy to now say,
that if you do receive on-the-job train-
ing funds, you may lose your food
stamps.

My amendment to H.R. 2100 is
straightforward. It provides for a
grace period of 6 months before the
earnings of an individual participating
in an on-the-job [OJT] training pro-
gram under the Job Training Partner-
ship Act [JTPA] are considered earned
income for the purposes of the Food
Stamp Program.

What is my intent in offering this
amendment? To reduce the disincen-
tive for participation in OJT programs
that the current language in the bill
creates for disadvantaged individuals.

This is an important concept, and I
hope that the Members will pay atten-
tion, because this is really establishing
a barrier in front of people who want
to participate in job training. They
will be faced with the situation of
knowing that if they participate in on-
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the-job training, they may well lose
food stamp benefits.

First of all, this seems somewhat
ironic and contradictory for the food
stamp bill this year, to create a whole
new training program to be run by the
States. I have some problems with this
contradiction. I hope we can work
these differences out so that there will
be coordination between Federal and
State programs. But if the emphasis of
this bill remains to put people to work
on the one hand, and on the other
hand to place a barrier for those same
people to participate in on-the-job
training programs, we are working at
cross purposes which makes no sense.
I would like to provide some perspec-
tive on the language contained in H.R.
2100.

The Job Training Partnership Act
was enacted 3 years ago with the pur-
pose of providing job training to eco-
nomically disadvantaged individuals.
Under the act, the private sector and
local governments working with
schools, employment service agencies
and community based organization for
example, develop programs that train
program participants for unsubsidized
employment. A local plan is developed
which reflects the labor market needs,
the education needs and the training
needs of the area. From this assess-
ment programs are provided to enable
economically disadvantaged individ-
uals to enter unsubsidized jobs. To
date, 95 percent of the participants in
JTPA programs are disadvantaged.
The overall placement rate for those
individuals who complete training is 68
percent. Secretary Brock recently
stated, “JTPA has been the center-
piece of this administration’'s commit-
ment to meaningful job training.”

On-the-job training is one type of
JTPA training program. It actively in-
volves the employer in training and
placement. Under JTPA, just about 25
percent of the participants are placed
in OJT positions with a 78 percent, or
nearly 4 out of 5, placement rate.

As a member of the Education and
Labor Committee, I worked closely on
the authorization of the Job Training
Partnership Act. The section of that
law—section 142(b)—that H.R. 2100
seeks to supersede was discussed thor-
oughly and included in JTPA for spe-
cific reasons. Those reasons include:

First, the rigorous limits placed on
the percent of funds that can be uti-
lized for support services and adminis-
trative costs under JTPA. The law
mandates that 70 percent of the funds
be used directly for the provision of
training. There are no wages for train-
ees. This requirement is a radical de-
parture from previous Federal employ-
ment and training programs. It was in
part accepted by the members of the
conference committee because JTPA
was developed as a training bill, and
other programs were available to pro-
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vide the necessary support services to
the program participants. I do not be-
lieve that the Members who worked
on JTPA would have been so willing to
adopt the strict limitation on support
services if the participants were not
going to be able to receive benefits
from other Federal programs.

Second, the recognition that the par-
ticipants in JTPA programs would
continue to rely upon other sources of
support while they were being trained.
Language was included in section
142(b) to assure that allowances, earn-
ings and payments under JTPA shall
not be considered as income. We did
not want to penalize individuals by
their participation in training pro-
grams, and we did not want the threat
of the loss of other forms of support
for the whole family of these partici-
pants to be a disincentive to their par-
ticipation. After all, the objective of
participation in JTPA was to place the
individual into an unsubsidized job—to
become a productive, taxpaying citi-
zen.

The current language in H.R. 2100
ignores the basic assumptions that we
used in writing JTPA. Further, it ig-
nores them with respect to the one
training program—OJT—that most di-
rectly involves the private sector in
the training process and that has the
highest placement rate.

The language does not differentiate
between adults and youth who partici-
pate in OJT. H.R. 2100 as it now
stands would penalize the whole
family of an economically disadvan-
taged youth who participate in OJT.
How can we in good conscience create
such a disincentive for participation in
OJT when youth unemployment con-
tinues to be more than twice that for
adults?

According to CBO, this provision in
H.R. 2100 saves the Food Stamp Pro-
gram $28 million. This figure does not
take into account the loss we will ex-
perience if fewer individuals partici-
pate in OJT programs. That loss
cannot be measured.

My amendment allows participation
in an OJT program under JTPA for 6
months before any earnings would be
considered as income. This period of
time would accommodate the time-
frame during which most individuals
are learning on the job. The 6 months
is really not a working period, but
rather a training period. They are not
as productive in their jobs and they
are utilizing employer time by requir-
ing training and greater supervision.
The employer is experiencing a loss in
productivity, absorbing 50 percent of
the costs of the program and providing
necessary guidance. After this initial
period, most trainees are contributing
to the company rather than taking
from it. They have learned the job and
are productive workers. Without the
incentive of the OJT funds, many em-
ployers would not take the risk of
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hiring the disadvantaged. To penalize
an individual for participating in a
training program goes against the very
purpose of JTPA. Without this
amendment, H.R. 2100 may provide
some short-term savings, but the long-
term consequences could wind up
being much more expensive.

I urge you to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I re-
luctantly rise in opposition to this
amendment, for several reasons.

One, because we try to apply consist-
ent standards here. The fact is that
while these are earnings, these earn-
ings are counted against AFDC, and
they are counted with regard to other
programs as well, and that was the
reason that we now count these full-
time earnings with regard to food
stamps.

In addition to that, these are as I
stated full-time earnings. We do pro-
vide exceptions with regard to sti-
pends, training allowances, and other
education benefits..

And last, the full cost of this amend-
ment would be about $83 million over
3 years, and for all of those reasons,
we would oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment, which is identi-
fied as “Jeffords 007.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in-
quire, has the amendment which the
gentleman is now offering been print-
ed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as of
September 24?

Mr. JEFFORDS. The amendment
has been printed in the REcorp, Mr.
Chairman, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with and that it be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Page 387, strike out line 19 and insert in lieu
thereof the following:
food stamp program, except in the case of
any individual who is a youth, as defined in
section 203(c)X1) of the Job Training Part-
nership Act, participating in any such pro-
gram for a period not to exceed 6 months.".

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
understand the rationale as to why my
previous amendment could not be
adopted. Although it was costly, I
think what remains in the bill is bad
policy.

I have a second amendment which
may overcome some of the objections
to my last amendment dealing with
the JTPA deduction from income
under section 1508. To date, youth
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constitute 40 percent of the 1,125,000
participants served under the Job
Training Partnership Act ([JTPA]
Fourteen percent of those youth who
participate are in on-the-job training
programs [OJT]. The unemployment
rate for youth continues to remain un-
acceptably high at 17.3 percent.

The language in this bill under sec-
tion 1508 with respect to the income
deductions and OJT participation
under JTPA does not differentiate be-
tween adults and youth in its applica-
tion. That is, if a youth participates in
an OJT program under JTPA, the
income earned is considered part of
the family income for the purposes of
determining food stamp eligibility.
Therefore, by participating in an OJT
program, a youth may trigger family
ineligibility.

We should not place those young
people who desire to participate in an
on-the-job training program, in the po-
sition of having their families say,
“You cannot go to work because if you
go to work, your income will cut our
benefits or deny us food stamp bene-
fits.”

This is not the kind of barrier that
we want to put in front of our young
people who want to learn how to work
and obtain a job.

This amendment will make the bill
consistent with the way we handle
AFDC income under the summer
youth employment program. I would
hope that since this amendment is a
relatively inexpensive one—$8 million
per year, $24 million over 3 years—the
Members would accept this amend-
ment so that we do not deny an oppor-
tunity to young people who want to
work.

My amendment has two purposes:

First, to specify that the definition
of youth, for the purposes of this
income deduction, is the same as that
under JTPA.

Second, to allow participation in an
OJT Program under JTPA for 6
months before any earnings received
by a youth would be considered as
income.

Without this amendment, we are dis-
couraging young people from partici-
pating in OJT programs. Three out of
four disadvantaged youth who com-
plete training under OJT enter em-
ployment. To discourage their partici-
pation in training programs at this
stage of their lives only assures that as
adults these youth will be among
those unemployed and dependent on
Government assistance. Rather than
discouraging participation in training
programs, we must provide ways by
which disadvantaged youth can
become productive adults.

I encourage your support for this
amendment.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. JEFFORDS. I am happy to yield
to the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, on this particular
amendment, it does deal with young
people from age 18 to 21 who are in
the Job Training Partnership Act, and
that is one of the reasons I take a
slightly different view of it, because it
does involve young people who are
trying to get jobs for the first time.
This would give them that opportuni-
ty to be able to make it without
having this count in terms of food
stamp benefits.

There is some question as to wheth-
er it is consistent with AFDC, but
there is some record that indeed this
may be the practice with regard to
AFDC and other benefits as well.

It does involve young people. There
is a cost here of approximately $24
million over 3 years. For that reason, I
can assure the gentleman that it is
going to be retained in conference, and
1 would like to take this amendment
into conference, and then hopefully it
would be helpful in terms of negotiat-
ing with the other body on the whole
Food Stamp Program.

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, we
would accept this amendment.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman,
could the gentleman give us a cost es-
timate on this amendment?

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. It would be $8
million in the first year and $8 million
each year for 3 years altogether. So
the amount is $24 million.

Mr. EMERSON. So this is another
$24 million.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
man from Vermont.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

The amendment was agreed to.

O 1600

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in-
quire of the gentleman, has the
amendment been printed in the
REcorbD as of September 24,

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment has been print-
ed in the REcorp as of September 24,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Page 390, line 8, insert the following before
the close quotation marks.

A State agency shall consider payments
made on behalf of a household under the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Act of
1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et seq.) to be pro rated
over the entire heating or cooling season, re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

gardless of the frequency with which such
payments are made.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RAHALL TO THE

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RAHALL to the
amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS: Sec-
tion 1509(a) of H.R. 2100 is amended by
adding the following new paragraph at the
end thereof:

(6) After the last sentence insert the fol-
lowing: ""All households shall be allowed a
deduction for the actual and reasonable ex-
penses. other than expenses paid on behalf
of the household by a third party, paid for
transportation of members of the household
to and from school and for the purchase or
rental of school books for such members.".

Mr. RAHALL (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. A point of order is
reserved on the amendment. There is
no debate in order on the amendment.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL]
may have 2 minutes to explain the
amendment to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. RaHALL] is
recognized for 2 minutes on his
amendment.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate this opportunity to offer my
amendment which will alleviate, to
some extent, the burden that has been
placed on food stamp recipients. My
amendment, which will be effective as
of October 1, 1986, will allow a deduc-
tion for the actual and reasonable ex-
penses, other than expenses paid on
behalf of the household by a third
party, paid for transportation of mem-
bers of the household to and from in-
stitutions of higher education in
which such members are enrolled and
for the purchase and rental of school
books for such members, but not to
exceed $25 per month for each such
member. I would like to note that it is
my intent that this expense deduction
be prorated over the school term that
the student is enrolled for, just as
other income for Pell grant recipients
is prorated. While the terms of this
amendment are quite restrictive due to
my desire to comply with the cost re-
straints placed on the Agriculture

26439

Committee and the entire House of
Representatives, I believe that this
amendment is much needed means of
addressing a flaw in the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 which penalizes low-
income families when student loans
are provided to pay for book and
transportation costs incidental to at-
tending school. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Domestic Marketing, Consumer
Relations, and Nutrition, Mr. PANETTA
of California, and the ranking minori-
ty member on the subcommittee, Mr.
EmEersoN of Missouri, for their assist-
ance in this effort.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RAHALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

This is an issue that we intend to
take a look at in the subcommittee. It
does involve some consistency with
other benefits, but it is an area that
frankly we have not looked at closely
enough. It does involve about a $73
million cost figure and for that reason
we cannot accept it, but I appreciate
the gentleman offering to withdraw
the amendment at this time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL]
wish to withdraw his amendment?

Mr. RAHALL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. RAHALL]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title XV?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GINGRICH

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the REcorp as of
September 24?

Mr. GINGRICH. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, it was printed prior to the dead-
line.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GINGRICH: Be-
ginning on page 396, strike line 24 through
line 5 on page 404, and insert in lieu thereof
the following new section:

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM

Sec. . (a) Section 6(d) of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 (7 U.B.C. 2015(d)) is further
amended by—
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(1) amending paragraph (1Xii) to read as
follows:

“(ii) refuses without good cause to partici-
pate in an employment and training pro-
gram under paragraph (4) of this subsec-
tion, to the extent required under para-
graph (4), including any reasonable employ-
ment requirements as are prescribed by the
State agency in accordance with paragraph
(4). Provided, That the period of ineligibil-
ity shall be two months;";

(2) adding at the end of paragraph (1) the
following new sentences: Any period of in-
eligibility for violations under this para-
graph shall end when the household
member who committed the violation com-
plies with the requirement that has been
violated.";

(3)A) striking out “eighteen” in the mate-
rial preceding clause (i) in paragraph (dx1)
and inserting in lieu thereof “sixteen’; and

(B) in paragraph (d)(2)—

(i) striking out "a work registration re-
quirement” in clause (A) and inserting in
lieu thereof “requirements for employment
related activities'';

(ii) striking out in clause (B) "“a dependent
child under age six' and all that follows to
the end of the clause and inserting in lieu
thereof “(i) a dependent child under age six,
except that a State agency may, at its
option, require such parent or guardian to
comply with the work requirements if the
child is age three or over and adequate child
care is available, or (ii) of an incapacitated
person;”; and

(iii) adding a new clause (F') at the end of
the paragraph to read “(F) a person be-
tween ages sixteen and eighteen who is not
a head of household or who is attending
school on a full-time basis; and

“(4) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

“(4)A) Each State agency shall imple-
ment an employment and training program
designed by the State agency in accordance
with guidelines established by the Secretary
for the purpose of assisting members of
households receiving benefits under this Act
in gaining skills, training, or experience that
will increase their ability to obtain regular
employment. For purposes of this Act, an
“employment and training program’ means
a program, approved by the Secretary, that
shall contain a job search program with
terms and conditions comparable to those
prescribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of
section 402(a)35) of part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act, except that a State
agency shall have no obligation to incur
costs exceeding $25 per participant per
month, as provided in subparagraph (BXvi)
of this paragraph, and a State agency shall
be required to apply employment require-
ments prescribed under this clause to pro-
gram applicants at the time of application,
and shall also contain one or more of the
following components:

“(1) job search training programs that in-
clude reasonable job search training and
support activities that may consist of jobs
skills assessments, job finding clubs, train-
ing in techniques for employability, job
placement services, or other direct training
or support activities, including educational
programs, determined by the State agency
to expand the job search abilities or em-
ployability of those subject to the program;

“(ii) programs designed to improve the
employability of household members
through actual work experience or training,
or both, and to enable individuals employed
under such programs to move promptly into
regular public or private employment. The
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facilities of the State public employment of-
fices and agencies operating programs under
the Job Training Partnership Act may be
used to find employment and training op-
portunities for household members under
the programs. Employment or training ex-
perience assignments shall be limited to
projects that serve a useful purpose in fields
such as health, social services, environmen-
tal protection, education, urban and rural
development and redevelopment, welfare,
recreation, public facilities, public safety,
and day care. To the extent possible, the
prior training, experience, and skills of the
participating member shall be used in
making appropriate employment experience
assignments. An employment or training ex-
perience program established under this
clause shall—

“(I) not provide any work that has the
effect of replacing the employment of an in-
dividual not participating in the employ-
ment or training experience program;

*“(II) provide the same benefits and work-
ing conditions that are provided at the job
site to employees performing comparable
work for comparable hours; and

“(III) reimburse participants for actual
costs of transportation and other actual
costs that are reasonably necessary and di-
rectly related to participation in the pro-
gram, but not to exceed $25 in the aggregate
per month; and

“(iii) as approved by the Secretary, other
programs, projects, and experiments, such
as a supported work program, aimed at ac-
complishing the purpose of the employment
and training program; and

“(iv) workfare programs operated under
Section 20 of this Act.

“(BMi) Each State agency shall place all
persons subject to employment and training
requirements under subsection (d)(1) in a
job search program or in an alternative em-
ployment and training program authorized
under subsection (A) (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv) of
this section.

“(ii) Each State agency shall place in em-
ployment and training program activities
authorized under subsection (A) i), (ii), Ciii)
or (iv) of this section not less than twenty-
five percent of the persons subject to em-
ployment and training requirements under
subsection 6(d)1) for any month in the
fiscal year beginning October 1, 1986, fifty
percent of such persons for any month in
the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1987,
and seventy-five percent of such persons for
any month in the fiscal year beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1988 and each fiscal year thereafter.

“(iii) The Secretary shall use State agency
reports in conjunction with findings of the
quality control system to monitor the com-
pliance of State agencies with the require-
ments of this paragraph. If it is determined
that a State agency has failed to comply
with such requirements, the State agency
shall be subject to penalties as determined
by the Secretary which may include a re-
duction in the funds provided to the State
agency under subsection 16(a) in accordance
with the procedures set forth in subsection
16(d). If such procedures are applied, the
State agency shall be considered to have
issued erroneous payments for the number
of households by which it failed to meet the
appropriate standard established in subsec-
tion (BX1) or (BX2) of this section, with
each such erroneous payment being equal to
the average allotment for all households
containing a member who is required to par-
ticipate in employment and training pro-
gram activities."”

“(CXi) The State agency may provide that
participation in an employment and train-
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ing program may supplement or supplant
other requirements imposed on those sub-
ject to the program.

“(ii) In complying with the performance
standards established in subsection 6(B) and
subject to guidelines established by the Sec-
retary, each State agency may exempt from
participation in any program under this
paragraph categories of household members
to which the State agency determines that
the application of such requirements is im-
practicable as applied to such categories due
to factors such as, but not limited to, the
availability of work opportunities and the
cost effectiveness of the employment re-
quirements. In making such a determina-
tion, the State agency may designate a cate-
gory consisting of all such household mem-
bers residing in a specified area of the State.
The State agency may also exempt or sus-
pend from such requirements individual
household members not included in any
such category but with respect to whom it
determines that such requirements are im-
practicable because of personal circum-
stances such as, but not limited to, lack of
job readiness and employability, the remote
location of work opportunities, and unavail-
ability of dependent care.

“(iii) The total hours of work in an em-
ployment and training program carried out
under this paragraph required of members
of a household, together with the hours of
work of such members in any other program
carried out under section 20 of this Act, in
any month collectively may not exceed a
number of hours equal to the household's
allotment for such month divided by the
higher of the applicablg State minimum
wage or Federal minimum hourly rate
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938.
The total hours of participation in such pro-
gram required of any member of a house-
hold, individually, in any month, together
with any hours worked in another program
carried out under section 20 of this Act and
any hours worked for compensation (in cash
or in kind) in any other capacity, shall not
exceed one hundred and twenty hours per
month.

“{iv) Each State agency shall establish re-
quirements, determined by the State agency
to be appropriate, for participation by indi-
viduals not exempt under clause (ii) of this
paragraph in one or more employment and
training programs under this paragraph
(which requirements may vary among par-
ticipants), but may operate programs under
this paragraph in which individuals elect to
participate. The State agency shall permit
individuals not subject to the requirements
described in the previous sentence or who
have completed or are in the process of com-
plying with such requirements to partici-
pate in any program under this paragraph.

‘“{v) The Secretary shall promulgate
guidelines that, to the maximum extent
practicable, enable a State agency to design
and operate an employment and training
program under this paragraph that is com-
patible and consistent with similar pro-
grams operated within the State.

*“(vi) A State agency shall reimburse par-
ticipants for actual transportation costs and
other actual expenses incurred by partici-
pants in the employment and training pro-
gram, except that the State agency may
limit such reimbursement to each partici-
pant to $25 per month.".

(b) Section 11(e) of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 2020(e)) is amended by—

(1) striking out the period after paragraph
(21) and inserting in lieu thereof *; and";
and
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(2) adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new paragraph:

*(22) the manner in which the State
agency will carry out the employment and
training program under section 6(dX4) of
this Act.”.

(c) Section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of
1977 (7T U.S.C. 2025) is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“(h)1) Effective October 1, 1984, the Sec-
retary shall allocate in each fiscal year,
from funds appropriated for such fiscal year
under section 18(aX1) of this Aect, the
amount of $40,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1986, $50,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1987,
$60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1988, and $75,000,000 for each of
the fiscal years ending September 30, 1989,
and September 30, 1990, which amount shall
be used to pay to each State agency the full
cost (except as otherwise provided in this
subsection) of carrying out the employment
and training program under section 6(d)4)
of this Act.

“(2) If, in carrying out such activities, a
State agency incurs costs that exceed the
amount payable to the State agency under
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall pay such
State agency an amount equal to the 50 per
centum of such additional costs in accord-
ance with subsection (a).

“(3) The Secretary shall, in accordance
with subsection (a), reimburse each State
agency in an amount equal to 50 per centum
of the total amount of payments made or
costs incurred by the State agency in con-
nection with actual transportation costs and
other actual expenses reasonably incurred
by participants in the employment and
training program, except that such total
amount shall not exceed an amount repre-
senting $25 per participant per month.

Mr. GINGRICH (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, let
me say first of all that I appreciate
very much that the gentleman from
California and the gentleman from
Missouri have made major progress in
developing a transition to a workfare
program; however, it is my intention
with this amendment to offer an
amendment which is much closer to
the Reagan administration proposal
on workfare.

This amendment is designed to
ensure that an increasing number of
recipients will indeed be required to
participate in a workfare program.

In particular, this amendment sets a
series of stages, year by year, by which
the program would move toward a
workfare provision and it provides
that the Secretary can enforce those
transitions by withholding funds from
those States which he or she finds to
be not in compliance.

This is a discretionary power that
the Secretary can use. I think it means
that the States would be required and
would be under pressure to make real
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changes toward a workfare program at
a faster rate than in the committee
bill.

The Congressional Budget Office es-
timates for the Federal Government
are that this program would save
money. It would candidly require more
money at the State level for adminis-
tration, but even under the Congres-
sional Budget Office provisions, it is
clear that this program would save the
Federal Government money and
would speed up the process of moving
toward a workfare program.

Finally, the amendment also makes
several changes in the pool of work
registrants, subject to the employment
and training program.

The amendment extends the work
registration and new employment
training program to 16- to 17-year-old
heads of households, unless they are
full-time students. In other words, it
says if you are going to be getting food
stamps and you are the head of a
household, but you are not in school,
then you need to have the work expe-
rience.

This change establishes consistency
with the AFDC Program and recog-
nizes that such young heads of house-
holds who are not in school and not
working would especially benefit from
such activity, work experience, assign-
ments, and job search training.

Now, the essence of what I am
saying here is that if you vote “yes”
for this amendment, you are voting for
a much closer approximation of the
Reagan administration proposals on
workfare. You are voting for a much
more rapid transition to a workfare
program in this country and you are
voting to give the Secretary discretion-
ary power.

It does not mandate that in an im-
possible situation any State would
have to make that transition, but it
would put considerable pressure on
every State to have that kind of tran-
sition at a much faster rate than the
committee requires.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment, for
several reasons. One, the gentleman
from Missouri and myself carefully
worked out a provision in this bill
which for the first time requires all
States to set up a work program to
provide relief to those who are on food
stamps.

It is the first time we have required
of the States that they set up these
programs; but the difference between
what we have done and what the gen-
tleman offers is that we allow the
States to design work programs that
fit their particular needs.

The problem is that if we just man-
date a certain program for all States,
what this becomes is a full employ-
ment program for bureaucrats. It adds
paperwork. It adds bureaucracy and it
fails to allow the States to develop a
program that is most meaningful for
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their particular States or for their
food stamp recipients.

In addition to that, I would point
out that the CBO indicates that while
there are some minimal savings at the
Federal level, the cost of this proposal
to the taxpayers, to the States, would
be over $240 million above the costs of
H.R. 2100.

So it is for those reasons that we
would oppose this amendment. We
think that we have developed a work
program which makes sense, which is
efficient, and which meets the needs
of the States and the people involved
in the food stamp programs.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I am pleased to yield
to the distinguished chairman.

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, may
I rise in support of what the gentle-
man from California has said.

The Gingrich approach would devi-
ate completely from the accepted ap-
proach under the Job Training Part-
nership Act. Under that act, as we well
know, and I would submit it would
work much better under this provision
as a provision under this act. JTPA
leaves up to the States to decide the
approach which best suits them. What
works in Massachusetts does not nec-
essarily work in California, and vice
Versa.

I think the flexibility provided
under the committee bill retains the
best provision of the job search provi-
sion for the recipients of food stamps.

I do not think we should tamper
with it by some novel new approach
that imposes on the States an added
burden which certainly we should not
do at this time,

Mr. Chairman, I greatly recommend
that we follow the approach as sub-
mitted by the committee and stick
with that, rather than deviate from
the accepted provision under the Job
Training Partnership Act.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

0 1610

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I reluctantly rise in
opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia be-
cause I think we do share the very
same objective. I think we probably all
do.

State flexibility is an essential part
of this program because the best em-
ployment and training programs are
those to which the State administra-
tors are committed and which they
design themselves. For example, the
program operating in San Diego, CA,
which the chairman and I have, per-
sonally, inspected and held extensive
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hearings about, is one very good exam-
ple of an innovative program designed
to meet the needs in that area.

We believe that most States will wel-
come this program and will operate ef-
ficient and effective employment and
training programs. That is why State
flexibility and program grants are a
part of this program. Nevertheless, we
do expect that the Secretary will use
the authority the act provides to
insure that all States design a program
that is in keeping with the purposes of
the act. I think if they do not, it would
be at that point that we would consid-
er the language of the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, as I
mentioned earlier, the Secretary has
the discretionary power if, in his jude-
ment, a State is not moving rapidly
enough. It is not automatically man-
dated and our purpose in offering this,
and I concede that it is a new legisla-
tive proposal but a very good idea, I
say to my friend, the gentleman from
California, is to simply move on a na-
tionwide basis to have us move more
rapidly toward workfare.

Mr. Chairman, I move the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes
appeared to have it.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote, and pending
that, I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count for a quorum. One hundred
seven Members are present, a quorum.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 183, noes
2217, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 339]
AYES—183

Andrews
Archer
Armey
Badham
Barnard
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boulter
Breaux
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill

Bruce
Burton (IN)
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chapman
Cheney
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Coughlin
Courter
Craig

Crane

Daniel
Dannemeyer
Daub

DeLay
DeWine
Dickinson
DioGuardi
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Dreier
Duncan
Durbin
Dyson
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (OK)
English
Fawell
Fiedler

Fields
Franklin
Frenzel
Gallo
Gekas
Gibbons
Gingrich
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gregg
Grotberg
Hall, Ralph
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Hartnett
Hendon
Henry
Hiler

Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Hubbard
Hughes
Hunter
Hyde
Ireland
Kasich
Kemp
Kindness
Kolbe
Kramer
Lagomarsino
Latta
Leath (TX)
Lent

Lewis (FL)
Livingston
Lloyd

Lott
Lowery (CA)
Lujan
Lungren

Akaka
Alexander
Anderson
Annunzio
Anthony
Aspin
Atkins
AuCoin
Bates
Bedell
Beilenson
Bennett
Berman
Biaggi
Boggs
Boland
Boner (TN)
Bonior (MI)
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boxer
Brooks
Brown (CA)
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Bustamante
Carr
Chappell
Chappie
Coelho
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coyne
Crockett
Daschle
Davis

de la Garza
Dellums
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dowdy
Downey

Mack
Madigan
Marlenee
Martin (IL)
McCain
McCollum
McEwen
McGrath
McKernan
McMillan
Meyers
Michel
Miller (OH)
Miller t(WA)
Molinari
Monson
Montgomery
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (WA)
Myvers
Nelson
Nichols
Nielson
O'Brien
Olin

Oxley
Packard
Parris
Pashayan
Petri
Porter
Quillen
Regula
Reid

Ritter
Roemer
Rogers
Roth
Roukema
Rowland (CT)
Rudd
Saxton

NOES—227

Dwyer
Dymally
Early
Eckart (OH)
Edgar
Edwards (CA)
Emerson
Erdreich
Evans (IA)
Evans (IL)
Fascell
Feighan
Fish
Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Frost
Fuqua
Garcia
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Green
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hatcher
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hertel
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Huckaby
Hutto
Jacobs
Jeffords

Schaefer
Schuette
Schulze
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shumway
Shuster
Siljander
Slaughter
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)

Snowe
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stangeland
Stenholm
Strang
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swindall
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Torricelli
Vander Jagt
Vucanovich
Walgren
Walker
Weber
Whitehurst
Wolf
Wortley
Wylle
Young (FL)
Zschau

Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
Jones (TN)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kolter
Kostmayer
Lantos
Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Leland

Levin (MI}
Levine (CA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski

Long
Lowry (WA)
Luken
MacKay
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mazzoli
McCloskey
McCurdy
McDade
McHugh
McKinney
Mica
Mikulskl
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mitchell
Mollohan
Moody
Morrison (CT)
Murphy
Murtha
Natcher
Neal
Nowak
Oakar
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Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Owens
Panetta
Pease
Penny
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Rahall
Rangel
Richardson
Ridge
Roberts
Robinson
Rodino
Roe

Rose
Rostenkowski
Rowland (GA)
Roybal
Russo
Sabo
Savage
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Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sharp
Sikorski
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Smith (FL)
Smith (1A)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Solarz
Spratt
St Germain
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stratton
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Thomas (GA)

Torres
Traficant
Traxler
Udall
Valentine
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Watkins
Waxman
Weaver
Weiss
Wheat
Whitley
Whittaker
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wirth
Wise
Wolpe
Wright
Wyden
Yates
Yatron
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—24

Lewis (CA) Pursell
Loeffler Ray

Lundine Rinaldo
Martin (NY) Schumer
Mavroules Shelby
McCandless Stokes
Moakley Towns
Mrazek Young (MO}
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Mr. KLECZKA and Mr. SAVAGE
changed their votes from “aye" to
no.”

Mr. PETRI and Mr. CHAPMAN
changed their votes from “no” to
“aye."”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to title XV?

The Clerk will designate title XVI.

The Clerk designated title XVI.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SKELTON

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the REcorp as of
the 24th of September?

Mr. SKELTON. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The text of the amendment as print-
ed in the REcoRrb is as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SKELTON:
Insert in Section 1605 (which amends Sec-
tion 204 of the Temporary Emergency Food
Assistance Act) a new paragraph:

(4) Funds from section 204(cX1) shall be
available to the extent that they are
matched on an equal basis by State appro-
priated funds. The provision shall apply to a
State beginning October 1 of the calendar
year in which the State legislature next
meets.

Mr. SKELTON. The amendment has
been printed, Mr. Chairman. However,
I ask unanimous consent to modify
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the modification to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON].

Ackerman
Addabbo
Applegate
Barnes
Clay
Darden
Fazio
LaFalce




October 7, 1985

The Clerk read as follows:

Modification of amendment offered by
Mr. SkeLTON: Page 425, line 19, strike out
the close quotation marks and period fol-
lowing such marks.

: Page 425, after line 19, insert the follow-
ing:

“(4) It is the sense of the Congress that, if
there is appropriated to carry out this sub-
section for a fiscal year an amount in excess
of the amount authorized to be appropri-
ated for such fiscal year, no part of such
excess amount should be made available to
a State unless the aggregate value of the in-
kind contributions and services provided,
and the funds appropriated, by the State
and units of local government of the State
for such fiscal year for the distribution of
such commodities is not less than the
amount of funds made available under this
subsection to the State for such (fiscal
year.".

Mr. SKELTON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the modified amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I will
not take a great deal of time.

I have discussed this substitute
amendment at length with the gentle-
man from California [Mr. PANETTA]
and also with the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. EMERSON].

What it does is, it expresses the
sense of Congress that States which,
together with their local government
entities, fail to make contributions for

the operation of their TEFAP Pro-
grams equal to the amount of Federal

administrative funds they receive
under title XVI should not receive any
additional administrative funds that
are made available through a subse-
quent supplemental appropriation.
The purpose is to provide a stronger
incentive than exists at the present
time for any State to contribute its
share toward administration of the
TEFAP Program.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. PANETTA].

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

As the gentleman knows, we have
discussed this amendment. It is my
view that this $50 million ought to go
to the States for purposes of TEFAP
and if any more is going to go to the
States, the States have to show some
signs of good faith that they are
trying to work on their end to provide
additional supplements and help with
regard to the Emergency Feeding Pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the
amendment of the gentleman. It does
provide a sense of urgency here that
the States have to help cooperate with
regard to this program.

I thank the gentleman,
would accept the amendment.

and we
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Mr. SKELTON. The gentleman is
correct. It does not prohibit the $50
million going to the various States, but
it does give them incentive should
there be a supplemental. There may
not be, but should there be, it gives
them incentive to do the best they can
in good faith.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I want to associate
myself with the remarks of the gentle-
man from California in accepting the
amendment and say further that both
the gentleman from Missouri and I are
aware of food banks in Missouri and
other States that are very active in
distributing surplus commodities to
the poor. The people operating these
food banks would like to initiate a
system in which they would receive
surplus commodities directly from the
Federal Government. This plan is
being forwarded to us, and I intend to
look at it very carefully to see if we
can implement such a concept.

Those running these food banks in-
dicate they can pick up and distribute
these commodities at no cost to the
Federal Government, and this is an
idea that I look forward to pursuing
with my colleague from Missouri.

Mr. SKELTON. Yes; I think it is an
excellent idea, and we are thinking of
the same thing.

I think that is an area to explore
that would save the taxpayers money
in the long run.

I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON], as
modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
designate title XVII.

The Clerk designated title XVIL.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
designate title XVIII.

The Clerk designated title XVIII.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JONES OF
OKLAHOMA
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Okla-
homa: Immediately after section 1895 of the
bill as reported on September 18, 1985,
insert the following new section (and con-
form the table of contents accordingly):

SEC. 1896. STUDY OF LEADED FUEL IN AGRICUL-
TURAL MACHINERY.

(a) Stupy.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall conduct a study of the use of fuel con-
taining lead additives in gasoline engines
which—

(1) are used in agricultural machinery,
and

(2) are designed to combust fuel contain-
ing such additives.

The study shall analyze any mechanical
problems (including but not limited to valve
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recession) which may be associated with the
use of other fuels in such engines.

(b) CoNTRAcTs AND OTHER ARRANGE-
MENTS.—For purposes of the study under
this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to enter into such contracts and
other arrangements as may be appropriate
to obtain the necessary technical informa-
tion. All testing of engines carried out for
purposes of such study shall be reflective of
actual agricultural conditions to the extent
practicable, including revolutions per
minute and payloads.

{c) FinpINGs AND REPORT.—The Secretary
of Agriculture shall publish in the Federal
Register not later than January 1, 1987, his
proposed findings pursuant to such study.
After notice and opportunity for hearing,
but not later than January 1, 1986, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a final
report containing the results of the study
under this section, together with any public
comments received and recommendations
on the need for lead additives in gasoline to
be used by agricultural machinery.

(d) AGRICULTURAL MACHINERY.—The Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall specify the types
and items of agricultural machinery to be
covered by the study under this Act.

(e) REGULATION OF LEAD ADDITIVES DURING
Stupy.—No regulation under any provision
of law regarding the control or prohibition
of lead additives in gasoline may require an
average lead content per gallon which is less
than 0.1 gram per gallon until the date 3
months after the report required by subsec-
tion (¢) has been submitted to Congress.

SEC. 1897. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For fiscal years beginning after Septem-
ber 30, 1985, there is authorized to be appro-
priated $250.000 to carry out section 1 of
this Act.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma (during
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read and print-
ed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr, Chair-
man, in just a minute, I wish to yield
to my colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. TAuke]l, who has a substi-
tute amendment which has the same
aim as my amendment: to ensure a
plentiful supply of leaded gas for farm
machinery. I commend the gentleman
for his work in this substitute, and
urge its adoption.

Very simply, our amendment prohib-
its the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
mulgating any regulation which would
require the use of gasoline with less
than 0.5 grams of lead additive in farm
machinery, until an official study of
the effects of unleaded gasoline on
farm machinery can be carried out.

With the catastrophic financial situ-
ation facing our farmers today, we feel
we must do everything possible to see
that they are given the breaks needed
to continue their struggle to preserve
America's agriculture industry.

Currently, the EPA plans to reduce
lead levels to zero over the next 3
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years. Tests conducted by Phillips Pe-

troleum yield conclusive proof that

older farm machinery will suffer ex-
tensive damage if farmers are forced
to use unleaded fuel.

We are not disputing the EPA regu-
lation of lead additives in a general
sense, but we feel today's farmers are
in a unique economic position and this
is one available means we have to help
ease their plight.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAUKE AS A SUB-
STITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY
MR. JONES OF OKLAHOMA
Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer

an amendment as a substitute for the

amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TAUKE as a
substitute for the amendment offered by
Mr. Jones of Oklahoma: Page 509, after line
13, insert:

LEAD ADDITIVES IN FARM FUEL

Sec. 1896. (a) Except as provided in sub-
section (f), any regulation issued under any
provision of law before or after the date of
enactment of this section regarding the con-
trol or prohibition of lead additives in gaso-
line shall be amended to provide that the
average lead content per gallon of gasoline
distributed and sold for use on & farm for
farming purposes shall not be less than 0.5
grams per gallon. The purpose of such
amendment shall be to ensure that ade-
quate supplies of gasoline containing suffi-
cient lead additives to protect and maintain
farm machinery will be available in all
States for use on farms for farming pur-
poses. Nothing in this section shall affect
the control of lead or lead additives in gaso-
line distributed and sold for other uses. For
purposes of this section, the term “gasoline
used on a farm for farming purposes” has
the same meaning as when used in section
6420 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

(b) The President, acting through the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency,
shall promptly initiate a study of the use of
fuel containing lead additives in gasoline en-
gines which—

(1) are used in agricultural machinery,
and

(2) are designed to combust fuel contain-

ing such additives.
The study shall analyze any mechanical
problems (including, but not limited to
value recession) which may be associated
with the use of other fuels, including fuels
without lead additives in such engines.

(c) For purposes of the study, the appro-
priate lead agency designated by the Presi-
dent is authorized to enter into such con-
tracts under applicable law and other ar-
rangements as may be appropriate to obtain
the necessary technical and other informa-
tion. All testing of engines carried out for
purposes of such study shall be reflective of
actual agricultural conditions to the extent
practicable, including revolutions per
minute and payloads.

(d) The results of the study shall be pub-
lished in the Federal Register not later than
January 1, 1987 for written comments, and
shall be submitted to Congress within 90
days after such publication. The report
shall contain the results of the study under
this section, together with a summary of
any public comments received, and recom-
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mendation on the need for lead additives in
gasoline to be used by agricultural machin-
ery. The report shall also be transmitted to
the Committees on Agriculture of the
House and Senate and the Committee on
Energy and Commerce of the House and the
Committee on the Environment and Public
Works of the Senate. Such report shall be
submitted only while both Houses are in
session.

(e) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
specify the types and items of agricultural
machinery to be covered by the study under
this Act.

(f) Effective not earlier than 4 months
after the date on which the report is sub-
mitted to Congress under subsection (d), in
lieu of subsection (a) of this section, the reg-
ulations which (beginning on January 1,
1986) are generally applicable to the control
the level of lead additives in gasoline shall
apply to gasoline used on farms for farming
purposes whenever the administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency publishes
a notice thereof unless it is determined by
such Administrator on the basis of the
study under this section that a level of 0.5
grams per gallon (or some other level) is ap-
propriate in the case of gasoline used on &
farm for farming purposes to protect and
maintain agricultural machinery specified
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

(g) There is authorized to be appropriated
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the study required by this section and such
sums shall remain available for such pur-
poses until expended. In order not to delay
such study the agencies referred to in this
section should take immediate action with
available funds to initiate such a study.

Mr. TAUKE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
in the

ered as read and printed
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr, Chairman, I re-
serve a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan reserves a point of
order on the amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I do
not have any reason to believe it will
be necessary for me to insist on the
point of order. I make the reservation
of objection for purposes of a colloguy
with my three distinguished friends,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mabp-
1GAN], the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Taukel, and of course my dear friend
from Texas, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Mr. DE LA
GARZA.

I understand when this matter
reaches the conference stage that you
have agreed to keep the Committee on
Energy and Commerce——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman,
Mr. DingeELL, will suspend for 1 second,
please.

The Chair would respectfully advise
the gentleman that he cannot proceed
with the debate on a reservation of a
point of order. If the gentleman from
Iowa wishes to yield to the gentleman
for that purpose, he has the time.

October 7, 1985

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
TAUKE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TAUKE. If I could explain the
amendment first, then I will yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, then
I withdraw that portion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. TAUKE] is recognized
for 5 minutes.
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Mr. TAUKE. I thank the chairman,
and I thank the gentleman from Okla-
homa for his cooperation in develop-
ing this amendment, and all of the
others who have participated in this
effort.

Mr. Chairman, this substitute is de-
signed to prevent an impending crisis
in the farm community. Recent tests
conducted by a major fuel refiner indi-
cate that a substantial number of farm
engines, primarily older farm engines,
will suffer extensive damage—and re-
quire expensive repairs—if run on un-
leaded gasoline. Currently, we are
phasing out leaded gasoline, and this
substitute requires us to look at this
issue before it becomes a problem.
This substitute takes a commonsense
approach and does, basically, two
things: First, it requires the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to study the
impact of eliminating leaded gasoline
on the farm economy; and second,
until this study is completed this sub-
stitute maintains the current lead con-
tent in leaded gasoline today—which is
0.5 grams of lead per gallon.

According to this substitute, the
level of lead in leaded gasoline will
remain at 0.5 grams per gallon for
farmers while this study is conducted.
The results of the study must be print-
ed in the Federal Register not later
than January 1, 1987, and shall be sub-
mitted to Congress within 90 days
after such publication. Four months
after the report is submitted to Con-
gress, the lead level in gasoline used
for farming purposes may change to
an appropriate level as determined by
the EPA.

Mr. Chairman, this is a straightfor-
ward amendment. It has been worked
out with the assistance of Mr. Mabp-
IGAN, Mr. WaxMaN, Mr. DINGELL, and
Mr. JoNES. In addition, this approach
is supported by the American Farm
Bureau and the National Council of
Farmer Cooperatives. I urge my col-
leagues to support this substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased
now to yield to the distinguished
chairman of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DiNGELL]

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, my purpose is a brief
colloquy with my three dear friends,
the gentleman from Iowa, the gentle-
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man from Texas and, of course, my
dear friend from Illinois [Mr. Mabp-
IGAN].

Gentlemen, I understand that when
this matter reaches conference stage,
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce will be kept informed of amend-
ments to this provision from the other
body and that our good friends on the
Agriculture Committee will not agree
to such amendments without consult-
ing our committee, am 1 correct in
that appreciation?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. pE LA GARZA, Mr. Chairman, I
would like to inform my colleague that
we will be very happy to keep him in-
formed of the process should this
amendment be enacted and be an item
in conference.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my dear
friend.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. MADIGAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would assure the
gentleman from Michigan, the chair-
man of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, that we not only will stay
in touch with him, but if an attempt
would be successfully made in the con-
ference to expand this provision
beyond what the gentleman is agree-
ing to on behalf of the farmers and
ranchers of America, that I will join
with the gentleman from Michigan in
opposing the adoption of the confer-
ence report.

Mr. DINGELL. 1 thank my dear
friend.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure my col-
leagues understand the concern that I
utter here today, and that is the gues-
tion of jurisdiction of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce over the
matter of clean air, leaded gasoline,
and matters that relate to that. I am
sure here that there is no attempt by
my good friends and colleagues to
impair that. With that understanding,
I will raise no objection to the amend-
ment, and indeed I find the amend-
ment has merit. I commend the gen-
tleman for offering it.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. JONES of Oklahoma
and Mr. TAUKE have consulted the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce concern-
ing the amendment now offered by Mr.
TAUKE. It is, as just noted, a matter that
rests solely in the jurisdiction of our com-
mittee and normally, I would object to its
consideration in this matter. But subcom-
mittee Chairman WAXMAN, the ranking mi-
nority member on the subcommittee, Mr.
MADIGAN, and the ranking minority
member on the full committee, Mr. BROY-
HILL, and myself are persuaded that this
limited amendment is needed and meritori-
ous. We believe it will not deter the need,
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for health reasons, to reduce lead in gaso-
line. But it will redress a problem, pending
a study, by assuring a supply of leaded gas-
oline for agricultural machinery.

It is designed to deal with this issue for
all farmers in all States. It recognizes that
EPA must work out gasoline refining and
distribution problems with the refiners and
pipelines and others to provide leaded gaso-
line for all farmers in all States, including
farmers who may not have bulk supplies
on their farm but buy gasoline at the local
gas station. It does not open the door for
all vehicles.

I am concerned that the amendment only
deals with farmers, because others in
Michigan and elsewhere have expressed
concern about this matter. But I realize
that they have special problems and this is
a farm bill. I am concerned because I fear
the issue will not go away in the case of
some other users, like the recreational boat
owner users. In this regard, I have recently
written to the Environmental Protection
Agency asking questions about its consider-
ation of all such uses and the impacts on
engines operating safely and properly with
little or no lead. That correspondence fol-
lows:

ADMINISTRATOR'S STATEMENT

Today, we are taking actions to substan-
tially decrease the amount of lead emitted
into the environment.

First, I have signed a final regulation re-
quiring a two-stage reduction in the amount
of lead permitted in leaded gasoline. The
current lead standard allows 1.10 grams of
lead per gallon of leaded gasoline. On July 1
of this year, the limit will be reduced to 0.50
grams per gallon. Beginning January 1,
1986, the standard will drop again to 0.10
grams per gallon. These steps will bring a 91
percent reduction in the amount of lead
used in gasoline.

There is no doubt in my mind that lead in
the environment is still a national health
problem and that gasoline is a major con-
tributor to lead exposure. These standards
will significantly reduce the adverse health
effects that result from using lead in gaso-
line and will reduce the misuse of leaded
%a.soline in vehicles designed for unleaded

uel.

In addition to these reductions, we are is-
suing a supplemental notice inviting public
comment on information now available rele-
vant to a total ban on lead in gasoline.

Leaded gasoline is responsible for about 80
percent of all lead emissions into the air.
There is a direct relationship between lead
in gasoline and the amount of lead in
human blood. Lead impairs the physical and
mental health of our children, especially
those who live in the large cities, Recent
studies indicate that it might also contrib-
ute to high blood pressure in adults., The
evidence continues to mount demonstrating
adverse health effects from lead at levels
previously thought to be below the thresh-
old of risk. Just last month, the Centers for
Disease Control lowered the level of blood
lead it deems to indicate a need for treat-
ment.

The lower standard of 0.10 level was
chosen because it would achieve significant
health benefits while still allowing a lead
level adequate to protect engine valve seats.
The change was also intended to curb the il-
legal use of lead fuel in cars designed for un-
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leaded by changing the cost relationship be-
tween leaded and unleaded gasoline.

After reviewing over 1,500 substantive
comments on the proposal made either at
our public hearing or in written submis-
sions, we are convinced that such a standard
is bath necessary and achievable.

Since our proposal last summer, EPA also
has carefully considered comments concern-
ing the refining industry's ability to meet
this standard. We have reviewed our analy-
ses of the industry capacity to meet these
standards in light of these comments and
remain convinced that the standard is at-
tainable, We also agree with those who said
the standard can be strengthened by requir-
ing a two-step approach which includes the
0.50 grams per gallon standard beginning
July 1, 1985.

EPA has also reviewed in detail the issue
of the amount of lead needed as a valve lu-
bricant in older cars and engines. We have
evaluated the many comments from vehicle,
truck, boat, and farm equipment owners
concerned that a tenth of a gram of lead per
gallon is insufficent to lubricate valves in
these engines. Our research indicates that
this level of lead is sufficient for these en-
gines when operated at reasonable speeds
and loads. In fact, there are several studies
that have come to our attention during the
rulemaking that suggest that lead may rot
be required at all for these engines. There-
fore, we remain convinced that 0.10 grams
of lead per gallon leaded gasoline will fur-
nish adequate protection for vehicles and
engines which may need it. We will, howev-
er, continue to study this issue with respect
to a total ban—as I'll discuss in a minute.

EPA's latest survey of vehicles in the field
has shown that fuel switching continues to
be a persistent problem despite an active
effort to stop it. In fact, latest survey results
show a 16 percent fuel switching rate, com-
pared to 13 percent at the time of the pro-
posal.

For all these reasons, EPA is proceeding
to issue these stringent final rules today.
We are eager to reap the health benefits of
the standard and we are optimistic that the
level of fuel switching will be substantially
decreased as a result of its implementation.

I'd like to take a moment now to discuss
the economics of this final rule. EPA has
conducted an extensive evaluation of the
costs and benefits of the new rule. The net
benefits of the 0.10 gallons per leaded mile
standard are predicted to be over a billion
dollars per year for the period of 1986 to
1992, with the 0.50 grams per gallon stand-
ard for the second half of 1985 alone result-
ing in over $250 million dollars in net bene-
fits. These analyses included the benefits of
savings from reduced health problems from
lead and other automotive pollution as well
as reduced vehicle maintenance compared
to the cost of the additional refining needed
to furnish adequate gasoline to the market.
A billion dollars a year is substantial sav-
ings, and these estimates are likely to un-
derstate the true benefits. If the new infor-
mation concerning the relationship between
blood lead and blood pressure in fact holds
true, the value of these regulations could in-
crease by several billion dollars more per
year. This is a good regulation then from
both the health and economic point of view.

The second of the two packages we are an-
nouncing today is a supplemental notice so-
liciting future comments on implementing a
total lead ban as early as 1988. In the
August 1984 rulemaking the Agency pro-
posed consideration of a ban on lead in gaso-
line during the mid 1990's. During the inter-
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vening period, studies analyzing the rela-
tionship between blood lead and blood pres-
sure were published. These studies suggest a
strong correlation between blood lead and
blood pressure, and that reductions in blood
lead levels would result in substantial addi-
tional health benefits. Further, several stud-
ies of fleets of vehicles in actual use indicat-
ed that vehicles might not need any lead as
a value lubricant. Finally, we are concerned
that the 0.10 grams of lead per gallon stand-
ard might not be fully effective in eliminat-
ing the fuel switching problem.

These facts suggest that a ban on lead in
the near term might be both desirable and
feasible. We are interested in having the sci-
entific and medical communities review the
information relating blood lead and blood
pressure,

We also are soliciting additional com-
ments on the need for lead as a value lubri-
cant for engines and on the extent of a con-
tinuing fuel switching problem. We intend
to work with chemical manufacturers to as-
certain the possibilities of alternative addi-
tives, should they be necessary, as well as
working with other interested groups on
ways to prevent valve damage should we
find a ban appropriate and necessary.

One additional point is worth noting. We
recently proposed a rule which would allow
banking of lead rights, retroactive to Janu-
ary 1, as a way of enhancing the flexibility
to meet the new standards. We expect the
rule to be made final within the next few
weeks.

In summary, we believe today's final rule
will have a marked and positive impact on
the nation's health, and we will continue to
study the desirability and feasibility of a
total ban on the use of lead in gasoline.

CoMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, July 15, 1985.

Hon. LEe M. THOMAS,

Administrator, Environmental Protlection
Agency, Walerside Mall—West Tower,
Washington, DC.

Dear Me. THoMAS: Enclosed are letters I
received from my constituents who are con-
cerned about the impact of your agency’s
recent actions concerning lead in gasoline.
Their concerns are real. While I recognize
the health effects of lead on people and the
apparent need to curb such lead as quickly
as possible, 1 am concerned about the ade-
quacy of your agency's consideration of the
impacts of your actions.

I request that you address the questions
raised in the letters concerning motor vehi-
cle, marine equipment and lawn mower
equipment that use leaded gasoline. What
studies did you conduct concerning the
impact on already purchased vehicles, boats,
and equipment? What were the results?

Also, enclosed is a July 8, 1985 letter from
the Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member of the Committee on Agriculture
concerning the impact of your actions on
agricultural eguipment. What studies did
you conduct regarding the impact on this
tyvpe of equipment? What were the results?

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
JoHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman.
JUNE 17, 1985.

Hon. JouN D. DingeLL: I wish to express
my protest of the reduction of regular grade
gasoline.

I am a senior citizen living on a fixed
income.
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My car, lawn mower, and outboard motor
are old and need the regular gasoline, other
fuel would damage them.

To replace them would be a real hardship.

Yours,
JAMES REA.
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, DC, August 14, 1985.

Hon. Jonn D. DINGELL,

Chairman, Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, House of Represenltatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
July 15, 1985 correspondence forwarding let-
ters from your constituents concerning our
proposal to ban leaded gasoline as early as
1988. They are concerned that operation on
low-lead or unleaded gasoline may be harm-
ful to engines designed for leaded gasoline.

We are certainly aware of your constitu-
ents' concerns, However, we believe that the
low-leaded standard of 0.10 gram per leaded
gallon offers sufficient valve protection to
those engines which may need lead under
reasonable speeds and loads.

In response to your request, I have en-
closed the Federal Register notices, regula-
tory impact analysis, responses to comments
document, summary of comments docu-
ment, and a final contractor report entitled,
“The Effects of Low-lead and Unleaded
Fuels on Gasoline Engines.”"” These review
the studies we evaluated and the data we
have on the effects of lead phasedown on a
number of different engine types. We be-
lieve that these data are representative of
the effects that can be expected. However,
we do not have extensive information on
some of the specific types of engines (e.g.,
outboard motors) or uses (e.g., agricultural)
that are referenced in your letter.

We are continuing to investigate the need
for lead in some engines and the possibility
of alternative additives that are less envi-
ronmentally harmful than lead. We are
paying particular attention to the concerns
of the agricultural community and are in-
vestigating thoroughly the use of unleaded
gasoline in farm machinery that was de-
signed for leaded gasoline. We have re-
viewed information from eight additive
manufacturers claiming to have developed
additives which would act as valve lubri-
cants should lead be eliminated from gaso-
line. Several of these look promising. We are
working to get the farm community and
these additive manufacturers together for
in-use demonstration programs to test the
efficacy of their additives.

Please feel free to contact me or Charles
L. Elkins, Acting Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation, at (202) 382-7400, if
you have any further suggestions.

Sincerely,
LEE M. THOMAS,
Administrator.
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC, July 8, 1985.

DEeAr CoLLEAGUE: On March 4, 1985, the
Environmental Prctection Agency issued
final regulations to reduce the permissible
amount of lead in gasoline by 90 percent by
January 1, 1986. The new standard will limit
the lead content of gasoline in two stages.
The first stage was a reduction to 0.5 gram
per leaded gallon (gplg) required on July 1,
1985. The second stage is & reduction to 0.1
gplg to be accomplished on January 1, 1986.
The current lead standard is 1.1 gplg.

As part of its March 4 announcement,
EPA also extended a system that allows re-
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fineries to “bank"” lead credits if they can
reduce lead below allowable limits this year.
They can then use these credits in 1986 or
1987 when the limit of 0.1 gplg is imposed.
As a practical matter lead banking will
result in gasoline with an average lead con-
tent of 0.2 gplg being marketed through
19817.

However, EPA appears to be moving
toward a total lead ban, perhaps as early as
1988. Our concern is that they are taking
this step without a clear understanding of
the impact it will have on machinery used
on the farm.

We are writing to invite you to be a co-
sponsor of legislation we have introduced to
require the Environmental Protection
Agency to study the effect a lead ban will
have on agriculture machinery before such
a ban can be proposed.

The American Farm Bureau is currently
conducting a survey, but their preliminary
reports are that there are an average of ten
engines in use on the farm today that re-
quire the use of leaded gasoline. Deere &
Company estimates that there are more
than two million large farm tractors, built
before the 1870's and =quipped with gaso-
line engines designed to run on leaded fuel,
still in use on farms today.

The legislation we have prepared will re-
quire the Environmental Protection
Agengy, in cooperation with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, to conduct a study on
the effect a lead ban will have on engines
used in agriculture. The study must reflect
typical farm work. The completed study
would be published in the Federal Register
by January 1, 1987. EPA will also be re-
quired to hold public hearings and file a
final report to Congress by January 1, 1988.
Lead could not be banned until EPA's study
and recommendations are complete. This
legislation has been developed in coopera-
tion with the American Farm Bureau and
t.}'IE National Council of Farmer Coopera-
tives.

To date we have a bipartisan group of 24
cosponsors of H.R. 2795. If you would like to
add your name to the list, please contact
Judy Dungan at 5-2371, or Glenda Temple
at 5-2171.

Sincerely,
E (K1xa) pE LA GARZA,
Chairman.
EDWARD MADIGAN,
Ranking Minority
Member.
Rockwoop, MI.
Hon. Jonx D. DINGELL,
U.S. Representatlive.

Retirees nightmare: When you take all
the leaded gasoline off the market or reduce
it so low 0.1 grams of lead per gallon, what
are we to do with our investments?

Example No. 1: I purchased a 1979 Pace
Arrow motorhome in 1982 price 22 thou-
sand, I'm still making payments on this ve-
hicle, it was purchased as a retirement
home to travel the U.S.

Example No. 2: In 1973 I purchased a fish-
ing boat 120 hp mercruiser on the engine it
specifies use leaded gas only, another invest-
ment down the drain. I have also a riding
lawnmower a push mower all use leaded gas-
oline. If there's not enough lead in the gaso-
line we will burn up the valves and valve
seats of these engines. Who's to blame for
this disaster? The automobile manufactur-
er, the gasoline companies or our own gov-
ernment? How do I and millions of other
people get reimbursed? Those purchases
were made in good faith. If this ban goes on
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leaded gasoline and we have to run on gaso-
line not suited for our engines then I feel
the government, automobile manufacturer
and gasoline company’s should compensate
us for our losses.

It makes sense to me to stop manufactur-
ing of all engines that take leaded gasoline
also we probably can live with 0.5 grams per
gallon but not with 0.1 grams per gallon as
proposed by the E.P.A.

I don’t know how many vehicles and en-
gines the government and armed forces are
going to be affected but I suspect many of
them will still take leaded gasoline. What a
cost to the taxpayers if all of them have to
be destroyed or replaced. If the E.P.A. bans
leaded gasoline also millions of boaters will
be affected plus recreational vehicles.

I think the state of Michigan will be hurt
in the tourist industry if nobody can travel
who already owns vehicles that take leaded

gas.

Can you do anything about this ban on
leaded gasoline?

Respectfully,
RoBerT W. HUFF.

CoMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, September 30, 1985.

Hon. LEg M. THOMAS,

Administrator, Environmental Protection
Agency, Waterside Mall—West Tower,
Washington, DC.

Dear MRr. THOMAS: Thank you for your
August 14, 1985, reply to my July 15 letter
concerning the Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA) rule reducing lead in gaso-
line to 0.10 grams per gallon in January and
your proposal to ban such lead entirely in
1988. Your reply was interesting, but it
raised more questions than it answered.

1. You state that the EPA “data’ are “rep-
resentative of the effects” of the phasedown
“that can be expected”. What does EPA
mean by “representative” insofar as the en-
gines mentioned in my July letter are con-
cerned? What are those data? How and
when were they acquired?

2. You state that EPA does “not have ex-
tensive information on some of the specific
types of engines (e.g., outboard motors) or
uses (e.g. agricultural)’. What does that
mean? What information do you have?
What safety problems exist regarding gaso-
line and gasoline mixtures for recreational
boats and what is being done about them?

3. You state that the 0.10 gram standard
“offers sufficient valve protection to those
engines which may need lead under reasona-
ble speeds and loads.” What is the basis for
this statement? Does the term “engines” in-
clude the engines referenced in my letter?
What evidence do you have that gasoline at
this level will, in fact, be produced, distrib-
uted, and sold after January 1 in the rural
agricultural areas of Michigan and other
States, taking into consideration the pipe-
line distribution system in these areas. For
example, is this view shared by such groups
as the National Petroleum Refiners Associa-
tion? If you are wrong, what will be the
impact after January 1 on the agricultural
community, taking into account the en-
closed survey by the Farm Bureau. Please
explain banking and its impact.

4. You state you are “paying particular at-
tention to the concerns of the agricultural
community and are investigating thorough-
ly the use of unleaded gasoline in farm ma-
chinery that was designed for leaded gaso-
line.” When was this investigation begun?
What is its status? When will it be complet-
ed? Please describe the investigation. Does
it cover gasoline at a level set for January 1?
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5. Your letter also indicates that you are
examining the “possibility of alternative ad-
ditives” and that some “look promising.”
You mention a demonstration program.
Your letter suggests that such additives are
not expected to be readily available soon.
But if leaded gasoline is not available in
January and additives are also not available,
what will be the results? When will addi-
tives be ready?

I share your concern about the health ef-
fects of lead from gasoline, paint and other
sources. Reduction is clearly wise. But it is
not clear to me that EPA has done a sound
job in understanding the impacts of the
January 1 reduction or a ban before reach-
ing these conclusions. It appears that your
research was once again incomplete. That
concerns me. It should concern you as well.

I request your reply to the above matters
by October 18, 1985.

Sincerely,
JoHN D. DINGELL,
Chairman.
REesvLTs oF FB SURVEY ON LEADED Gas
(3,166 RESPONSES)

1. Of the total gallons of fuel used on your
farm in farm equipment (trucks, tractors,
mowers, etc.) what percentage would you es-
timate you use of each? This includes fuel
purchased off the farm at a station for farm

use.

Farm Unleaded Gasoline: Average: 16%
{464 est. gallons/year).

Farm leaded Gasoline:
(2,372 est. gallons/year).

2. How much equipment on your farm was
origninally designed to burn leaded gasoline
and is still burning leaded gsoline?

Average: 84%

Number of units

Average farm 1972 and

1971 and
DEWE! oider

HP and wp..... 21
HP and 2

- 34
under .. 4 21

3. How much equipment on your farm was
originally designed to burn no-lead gasoline
and is still burning no-lead gasoline?

Number of Units 30 HP & Up—0.8,
Number of Units 20 HP & under—0.5.

4. How much longer would you expect
your leaded gas-burning equipment to
remain in service on your farm if leaded gas
continues to be available?

29 less than 2 years, 10% 2 to 5 years, 39%
5 to 10 years, 49% use indefinitely.

5. Could most of the lead burning equip-
ment on your farm be modified to burn un-
leaded gas?

5% Conversion could be accomplished,
569 Conversion would not be economically
feasible, 39% Don't know.

6. Have you burned unleaded gasoline in
an engine designed to burn leaded?

59, It worked fine, 12% It would not burn
quite right without adjustment to engine,
8% Didn't work at all, 75% I have never
tried unleaded fuel in an engine designed
for leaded fuel.

7. (The current EPA standard is 1.1 grams
of lead per gallon). What amount of lead
would be required for satisfactory operation
of your lead burning engines?

829 Don't know, 14% Need greater than
0.5 grams of lead per gallon, 3% Reduce al-
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lowable amount of lead to 0.5 grams/gallon,
1% reduce allowable amount of lead to 0.1
grams/gallon (as EPA's new rule).

8. How would the total elimination of
leaded gas affect your farming operation?

70% It would really disrupt our fuel situa-
tion, 15% It would cause a few problems, but
we would cope, 3% It wouldn't bother me at
all, 12% Other.

9. What is your preferred method of keep-
ing leaded gasoline available to agriculture?

32% Exemption, 25% Keep at 1.1 grams,
28% No answer, 15% Other.

I want to protect the public health
through lead reduction in gasoline. But
that must be done wisely and on the basis
of sound research by EPA. I am not satis-
fied that in the case of some engines like
agricultural machinery, EPA has conduct-
ed that research. Thus, 1 think the issue
will not go away merely by passage of this
amendment. Our committee may still have
to address it by oversight at least.

Mr. TAUKE. I thank the gentleman,
and I want to emphasize to the gentle-
man from Michigan and the gentle-
man from California that if for some
reason some change will be made in
the agreements that have been made,
I, too, would be compelled to oppose
any changes in conference on this
issue.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. I want to commend
the gentleman from Iowa and the gen-
tleman from Illinois for raising the
issue that is embodied and resolved, I
think satisfactorily, by this particular
amendment. It is narrow; it deals with
a very real problem which you have
brought to our attention. I appreciate
the commitment, should others see
this as an opportunity to expand it in
ways that will be adverse to public
health, to join us in opposing it. But
for this limited purpose, I want to
commend you for working out this
amendment and I join in support of it.

Mr. TAUKE. I thank the gentleman
for his cooperation.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
commend the gentleman for the initia-
tive he has taken in offering this
amendment. It could prove to be a
vital step in changing our current
policy, which is dependent upon petro-
leum products entirely, to switching to
an alcohol fuels economy.

I continue to be concerned about the
need for our Nation to shift to a great-
er reliance on alcohol fuels as a way of
reducing the burgeoning trade deficit.
This year, the trade deficit is expected
to reach a record $150 billion. One-
third of that deficit is due to the cost
of imported oil. If the United States
could exploit the vast amounts of
grain and corn that our farmers
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produce, we could make a significant
dent in the trade deficit and help our
economic position at home and
abroad.

We can reduce the trade deficit if
our Government would only follow the
recommendations of the U.S. National
Alcohol Fuels Commission and the ex-
ample of Brazil.

The Alcohol Fuels Commission
issued an important report in 1981
which discussed in great detail how a
coordinated public and private nation-
al effort to produce alcohol fuels
would move the United States toward
energy independence. It issued sensi-
ble recommendations to achieve this.
Unfortunately, those recommenda-
tions have been ignored.

The Brazilian experience demon-
strates how alcohol fuel can be an ef-
fective alternative to petroleum fuels.
I recently saw firsthand that Brazil's
public and private sectors have al-
ready established widespread produc-
tion and distribution systems for alco-
hol fuels. They have in place automo-
tive manufacturing operations which
devote more than 90 percent of their
production to alcohol fueled automo-
biles. They have in place a system for
converting older vehicles to alcohol
fuel operation. One-third of Brazil's
automobiles currently operate on alco-
hol fuels. In 1984, our southern neigh-
bor shaved $2 billion from its import
bill through use of alcohol fuels.

The United States can and should
follow Brazil's example. We should
vigorously promote alcohol fuel devel-
opment. By doing this, we would not
only reduce our trade deficit by reduc-
ing substantially the importation of
foreign oil, but we would put the farm
surpluses being produced at a record
rate to productive use.

Currently, the U.S. alcohol fuels in-
dustry produces approximately 500
million gallons a year. This is insuffi-
cient to meet our needs. Last year, we
imported $100 million worth of alcohol
fuels. The demand in our country will
be even greater as lead is phased out
as an octane enhancer from gasoline
consumed in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, the time is late but
we must start now to make alcohol
fuels an integral part of U.S. energy
policy and of our assault on the trade
deficit.

Mr. TAUKE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TAUKE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TAUKE] has
expired.

(On request of Mr. MapicaN and by
unanimous consent, Mr. TAUKE was al-
lowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. MADIGAN. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding, and I wish to com-
mend the gentleman from Iowa and
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the gentleman from Oklahoma for
their initiatives in this regard. But es-
pecially I want to thank the gentle-
man from California and the gentle-
man from Michigan, the subcommittee
chairman of the Health and Environ-
ment Subcommittee and the chairman
of the Energy and Commerce Commit-
tee, for their assistance in letting this
committee deal with this very serious
problem for the farmers and ranchers
of America.

Mr. TAUKE. I thank the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. It is the Chair’s
understanding that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DingeLL] with-
drew his point of order.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I
withdraw my point of order.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, only to repeat again that the
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle-
man from Illinois, and the gentleman
from Texas, are cognizant of the prob-
lem that we face with this amend-
ment. It had been addressed in proper
form. A bill was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Illinois, and the gentle-
man from Texas, and it was not our in-
tention to burden the farm legislation
with amendments of this nature in re-
spect for the jurisdictional concerns of
the gentleman from Michigan. But we
have no control over amendments that
might be introduced, and we appreci-
ate now the gentleman reaching this
agreement with us. But in the begin-
ning, when the issue was addressed, it
was not intended to in any way inter-
fere with the jurisdiction of the com-
mittee which the distinguished gentle-
man leads.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Iowa. I have just one point
that 1 wish to clarify for the record.

After the Environmental Protection
Agency announced its intention to phase
out lead in gasoline, many of my constitu-
ents in Nebraska expressed concern to me
about the effect that a total ban on leaded
fuel might have on their farming operation.
Because of this concern, | support the
amendment which the gentleman offers
today.

I would point out that this same study
was introduced as legislation in the House,
earlier this year and I commend the gentle-
men for moving the intent of that legisla-
tion forward by offering it as an amend-
ment to this farm bill.

Unfortunately, some of my constituents
in Nebraska and the representatives of
some farm organizations have incorrectly
perceived any study such as this as an
effort to halt the increased use of ethanol
in gasoline. I think it is the clear intention
of this body, and I think I speak particular-
ly for Members from agricultural districts,
that we do support the increased use of eth-
anol in gasoline not only because it creates
an additional new market for grain, but
also for environmental and health reasons.
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However, before the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency makes any move to com-
pletely ban lead in gasoline, we must have
a clear understanding of the impact such a
ban would have on farmers and the ma-
chinery they use on the farm. Given the
current state of our agricultural economy,
it is indeed desirable that we examine
whether a ban on all unleaded gasoline
would further exacerbate conditions on the
farm.

A recent study of the American Farm
Bureau shows that on average, there are as
many as 10 to 14 motors requiring leaded
fuel on every farm. Unless there are ade-
quate means for adopting the use of un-
leaded gasoline in these motors, an average
farmer could spend thousands of dollars in
replacement costs. Before farmers are
forced to abandon the vehicles they are
using now, we must consider the cost to the
farm economy, and if necessary, continue
to make some leaded gasoline available for
older motors.

Again, 1 would stress that this amend-
ment is not intended to preclude the future
use of ethanol in gasoline, or stunt the de-
velopment of the ethanol industry. Instead,
this study will help guide both Congress
and the administration to implement a lead
phaseout policy which does not impose an
unreasonable burden on our already finan-
cially strapped agricultural economy.

I urge adoption of this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. TAUKE] as a sub-
stitute for the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma [MTr.
JONEs].

The amendment offered as a substi-
tute for the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. JoNEs], as
amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GLICKMAN

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the Recorp as of
September 24? .

Mr. GLICKMAN. It has been, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: On

page 503, after line 7, insert the following
new section:

““NEW GRAIN CLASSIFICATIONS

Sec. 1873. The Secretary shall direct the
Federal Grain Inspection Service and the
Agricultural Research Service to cooperate
in developing new means of establishing
grain classifications taking into account
characteristics other than those visually-evi-
dent and shall report to the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture and the Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry not later
than December 31, 1985, on the status of
those cooperative efforts as they relate to
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more accurately classifying types of wheat
and other grains now in use.”

Mr. GLICKMAN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment is offered by Mr. Ros-
ERTS and myself. The title is “New
Grain Classifications.” We have a seri-
ous problem out in wheat country
with respect to classifying grain. With
new technology we have been able to
come up with new classes of grain,
which functionally are the same, for
example, as hard winter wheat, a clas-
sification called ARCAN, but visually,
since it looks like soft wheat, it has
been classified as such, which results
in a lower price for Kansas farmers.
This amendment would just merely
direct the Federal Grain Inspection
Service and the Agriculture Research
Service to cooperate in developing new
means of establishing grain classifica-
tions, taking into account characteris-
tics other than those visually evident
and reporting back to the committee
of Congress as to the status of those
cooperative agreements as they relate
to more accurately classifying types of
wheat and other grains now in use.

1 yield to my colleague, the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my col-
league for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendment. This amendment ad-
dresses a problem we are having in
wheat country that today is only a
problem but could turn into a crisis at
harvest time next year.

The Federal Grain Inspection Serv-
ice was created by Congress over a
decade ago to grade and insure that
buyers of U.S. grain are receiving a
uniform standard quality of grain. The
cornerstone to this process is grain
grading based upon visual determina-
tions of hardness or softness of the
kernel. Visual examination of the
kernel of wheat is currently the only
acceptable method for identifying a
class of wheat for grading.

However, through the miracle of
modern science and advances in plant
breeding, high yielding varieties have
been released for farmers to grow.
Many of these varieties commonly ex-
hibit kernel characteristics of more
than one class of wheat thereby caus-
ing difficulties in wheat classing. Some
of the new varieties released by the
plant breeders in the Great Plains
have kernels that display both hard
red kernels and soft red kernels.

The percentage of hard red winter
wheat varieties exhibiting nontypical
kernel characteristics is expected to
increase in 1986 as more of the hybrid
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wheat varieties are released and
grown. This means that a larger per-
centage of the 1986 wheat crop could
fall under the wrong -classification.
The current system, in place since
1914, is totally inadequate for the
modern wheat varieties that are being
developed.

It is time for Federal Grain Inspec-
tion Service to develop a new testing
and grading system that will address
the problems created by the new varie-
ties of wheat. This amendment would
require that FGIS and the Agricultur-
al Research Service report back to
Congress on what they are doing to
address this problem. While this
amendment is a good first step there
are those who feel that we should
mandate that Federal Grain Inspec-
tion Service and the Agricultural Re-
search Service be given a specific time
limit in which to come up with a new
testing procedure. I won’'t advocate
that at this time but I do want to serve
notice we will have hearings on that
subject.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. It is time we let the folks
at Federal Grain Inspection know that
Congress is serious on this issue. FGIS
must come up with a new testing pro-
cedure that is in step with the technol-
ogy of the eighties. Relying on a sev-
enty year system of visual inspection
is totally unacceptable to the grain
trade, farmers, and our customers.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.
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Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to
inform the gentleman that the chair-
man of the Grain Subcommittee, the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
ForeY], informs me that they have no
objection to this amendment. Accord-
ingly, on this side, we would have no
objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN],

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JEFFORDS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JEFFORDS:
Title XVIII, page 509, after line 13 insert
the following:

FARMLAND PROTECTION

“Sec. 1986. (a) Section 1546 of the Farm-
land Protection Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4207) is
amended by striking out the words “Within
one year after the enactment of this sub-
title,” and substituting therefore “On Janu-
ary 1, 1987, and at the beginning of each
subsequent calendar year,”.

(b) Section 1548 of the Farmland Protec-
tion Policy Act (7 U.S.C. 4209) is amended
by striking the words “any State, local unit
of government, or” and inserting before the
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period at the end of the sentence ": Provid-
ed, That the Governor of an affected state
where a state policy or program exists to
protect farmland may bring an action in the
Federal District Court of the district where
a federal program is proposed to enforce the
requirements of section 1541 of this subtitle
and regulations issued pursuant thereto".

Mr. JEFFORDS (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. Chairman, I do
not believe this amendment has any
controversy. I have talked to the rank-
ing members of the subcommittees
and the committee and the chairmen
of the subcommittee and committee. It
is a much scaled-down version of what
I offered in committee to take care of
the objections that were raised at that
time

What it merely says is that those
States, of which there are 11, that
have a farm land protection act, can if
necessary, get the Federal Govern-
ment to enforce their own regulations
on farm land protection which merely
state that they should consider the
loss of farm land in implementing Fed-
eral programs. It does not have any
teeth in it really.

This says that if they even refuse to
do that, that the Governor of a State
can get the courts to force them to at
least do their own regulations.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I have no objection
to this amendment. The Department
of Agriculture has been uncooperative
and unresponsive to the Congress in
administering the Farmland Policy
Protection Act and this amendment
would at least force them to report to

us.

Additionally, I believe this amend-
ment provides some authority to Gov-
ernors of States which are trying to
assist themselves to be more active in
forcing Federal cooperation.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle-
man. I would point out that the other
part of the amendment is only to have
a report annually.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. BEREUTER. I thank the gentle-
man for his initiative. I certainly sup-
port it.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS].

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BENNETT

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the CONGRESs-
SIONAL RECORD of September 24?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes:; it has, Mr.
Chairman.

The clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BENNETT: Page
509, after line 6, insert the following:

STRATEGIC STOCKPILE AUTHORITY

Skc. 18986, Of the commodities in the Com-
modity Credit Corporation or otherwise
under the Department of Agriculture stores,
one-half thereof as of January 1, 1986, shall
be available for sale or barter with the pro-
ceeds to be used to furnish materials for the
Strategic Stockpile without further appro-
priations therefor. Such sales or barter can
be made within the United States or abroad
and may be undertaken between the United
States and other sovereign countries. To the
extent that the assets of the Commodity
Credit Corporation are reduced by this proc-
ess, the full faith and credit of the United
States shall be substituted therefor. The
Commodity Credit Corporation shall take
appropriate action to protect fully the
assets of the Commeodity Credit Corporation
on the basis of the established value at the
time of transfer of the assets for sale or
barter. In such sales or barter the commod-
ities need not be sold or bartered at a profit
and no such sale or barter shall be effected
which in the judgment of the Commodity
Credit Corporation will seriously adversely
affect production or prices in the United
States or elsewhere.

Mr. BENNETT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is needed to put directly
into the National Defense Stockpile—
of strategic and critical materials—all
such strategic and critical materials
acquired by barter or sale of agricul-
tural commodities owned by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. The lan-
guage in the bill allows sales and
barter for such defense materials but
places the warehousing, ownership,
and management of such acquired de-
fense materials in the Agriculture De-
partment. With this amendment the
bill can go to conference in a way in
which all of these warehousing, owner-
ship, and management matters will be
in, and with, the established strategic
stockpile authorities without duplica-
tion, bureaucracy, and waste. And the
Commodity Credit Corporation will be
protected by the full faith and credit
of the Government, this being substi-
tuted for the materials and values oth-
erwise owned by that corporation. In
the bill in conference this will allow a
better result than the bill now pro-
vides. I sincerely hope the amendment
will be approved.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. BENNETT].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MS. SNOWE

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, I have
two amendments at the desk to title
XVIII, and 1 ask unanimous consent
that the two amendments be consid-
ered en bloc.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Maine?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Have the amend-
ments been printed in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorD of September 24?

Ms. SNOWE. Yes; they have, Mr.
Chairman.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Ms. SNowE: Page
437, after line 2, insert the following:
POTATO INSPECTION

Sec. 1805. The Secretary of Agriculture, in
order to achieve a significant reduction in
the volume of substandard imported Cana-
dian potatoes entering through ports of
entry in the northeastern United States,
shall require the Agricultural Marketing
Service to perform random spot checks in
accordance with other law and on a continu-
ing basis on a significant portion of potatoes
entering through those ports of entry. The
Secretary of Agriculture shall periodically
report to the public and to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of
the Senate and the Committee on Agricul-
ture of the House of Representatives the re-
sults of such spot checks and increase their
frequency or take other actions as necessary
to achieve and maintain the significant re-
duction of such substandard imported pota-
toes

Page 509, after line 13, insert the follow-
ing:

POTATO ADVISORY COMMISSION

Sec. 1896. It is the sense of Congress
that—

(1) the Secretary of Agriculture should
take actions based on the recommendations
of the potato advisory committee estab-
lished by the Secretary on an ad hoc basis;

(2) such actions should address industry
concerns including trade, quality inspec-
tions, and pesticide use;

(3) such committee should meet biannual-
ly; and

(4) the recommendations and actions of
such committee should be reported to the
Chairmen of the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry of the Senate and
the Committee on Agriculture of the House
of Representatives, and to the public.

Ms. SNOWE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Maine?

There was no objection.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, my
first amendment simply instructs the
Agricultural Marketing Service of the
Department of Agriculture to continue
current efforts to reduce the volume
of substandard quality Canadian pota-
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toes from entering United States mar-
kets through Maine and other North-
east ports of entry.

This amendment is intended to rein-
force the demands of Maine’s potato
industry that imported potatoes meet
grade and marketing requirements,
and be certified as such when these
imported loads come into the country.
Last year, at my request, the Agricul-
tural Marketing Service began to per-
form random spotcheck inspections on
Canadian imported potatoes. From
mid-December until mid-May, the end
of the shipping season, 20 percent of
the 370 loads inspected were found to
be substandard.

My amendment is simple. The Agri-
cultural Marketing Service would be
instructed to perform an adequate
number of inspections, and take other
steps as needed, to significantly reduce
the volume of loads found to be in vio-
lation of U.S. marketing standards. My
amendment contains no time limit or
specific requirements other than the
requirement that the results of these
inspections be periodically reported to
the public and to the House and
Senate Agriculture Committees.

The purpose of this amendment, Mr.
Chairman, is to give Maine’s potato in-
dustry greater assurance that import-
ed potatoes are meeting the same
quality requirements that they are
now required to meet. Judging from
the results of last year's inspections,
an obvious quality problem exists. I
believe this is a problem which merits
more concerted attention from the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service.

My amendment requires the Depart-
ment to make more of an effort to
assure that the quality of the potatoes
imported through Maine meets exist-
ing standards. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment to improve
the Maine potato industry’s ability to
compete fairly with our Canadian
neighbors.

Mr. Chairman, my second amend-
ment will require the Department of
Agriculture to take actions based on
the recommendations of the Potato
Advisory Commission to assist this in-
dustry.

This commission, an ad hoc group
composed of representatives of the
potato industry and representatives of
the Department of Agriculture, was
formed earlier this year to address the
concerns of the potato industries in
Maine and other States, and to bring
potato industry officials in closer con-
tact with the Secretary and other de-
partment officials on economic and
trade issues.

Secretary Block announced the for-
mation of this Advisory Commission in
December 1984, to bring industry rep-
resentatives here to Washington on a
periodic basis to develop policies to
better assist potato producers. The
Commission has met on three oceca-
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sions—in March, June, and most re-
cently on September 25.

My amendment is a sense-of-Con-
gress resolution that the Secretary of
Agriculture should act, based on the
concerns and recommendations of the
Advisory Commission, to provide
greater assistance to the potato indus-
try. In addition, my amendment states
that the Commission should meet at
least twice a year, and that the results
of these meetings should be reported
by the Department to the House and
Senate Agriculture Committees.

Potato producers, nationally, and es-
pecially Maine potato producers, are
facing difficult problems on account of
cheaper, subsidized imports, which are
underselling our potatoes in our own
markets. The Potato Advisory Com-
mission has begun to look at these
issues, and to make recommendations
to the Department of Agriculture. In
addition, the committee has been con-
cerned about gaining a better under-
standing of pesticide regulations in
Canada and the United States, and
about differences between the two
countries on systems of quality inspec-
tion. Through this exchange with the
Department on issues of specific con-
cern to the potato industries, I think
we can make great strides in helping
our producers make a living on the
farm.

Despite the demonstrated value of
the Commission over the past 12
months, there is room for improve-
ment. Being strictly advisory, however,
doesn't give this Commission an op-
portunity to recommend policy
changes and to see the Department
take real concrete steps to respond to
their recommendations. My amend-
ment simply urges the Department to
take advantage of this forum to ad-
dress the real concerns of an impor-
tant agricultural sector: the potato in-
dustry.

My amendment does not make this
advisory panel a permanent body, or
place undue restrictions on the format
or conduct of their actions. What my
amendment will do is reinforce the im-
portance of the Commission, thereby
bolstering the efforts of the Depart-
ment and Congress to address the
needs of this industry.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. PANETTA. 1 thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we have discussed
these amendments. It is my under-
standing that these amendments basi-
cally say to the Department, “Do what
you are supposed to do under the law.
Do the random checks; implement the
protections that are built into the law
as it exists now.

For that reason, we would have no
objection on this side to accepting
those amendments and reemphasizing
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what indeed the law says in the potato
area.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman
for his comments with respect to the
amendments. That is precisely what
they would do. The Potato Advisory
Commission, again, is to take actions
based on the recommendations of that
Commission because there are a
number of problems not only facing
the Maine potato industry but also our
Nation’s potato industry. I think this
kind of exchange is the best way to go
about it in addition to having the in-
spection services as well.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. EMERSON. We on this side
have examined the gentlewoman's
amendments and find them perfectly
acceptable and commend her for her
efforts and are glad to accept the
amendments.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. SNOWE. 1 yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
the amendments offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE] as-
sisting our beleagured vegetable farm-
ers in their continuing efforts to
remain competitive with our trading
partners. I commend the gentlewoman
for her thoughtful approach to this
sensitive trade issue, and for her hard
work on behalf of our domestic agri-
cultural industry.

Importation of certain vegetable
commodities into American markets
has had a devastating effect upon our
domestic producers. In that regard, I
introduced legislation once again in
this Congress, imposing a temporary
surtax on certain of these commodities
in the event that they enter the
United States in such volume and at
such reduced prices as to cause injury
to American farmers. My bill, H.R.
110, requires the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to monitor cabbages, carrots,
celery, lettuce, red and yellow storage
onions, potatoes, and radishes to de-
termine from volume and benchmark
prices the extent of economic impact
on our domestic growers. I am pleased
to note that my legislation enjoys the
support of the gentlewoman from
Maine [Ms. Snowe] as well as several
other concerned Members of Congress
from the afflicted Northern States.
The fight to save our domestic vegeta-
ble market from continued erosion is a
cooperative effort—I am pleased to be
able to speak in support of Ms.
SNOWE's amendments.

The gentlewoman'’s amendments will
reinforce our efforts to keep the U.S.
vegetable industry competitive. This
past December the Secretary of Agri-
culture John Block, recognized the
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unfair trade situation facing our do-
mestic producers when he established
the Ad Hoc Potato Advisory Commit-
tee. Comprised of industry representa-
tives drawn from across the United
States, the ad hoc committee has met
three times over the past 10 months to
discuss the continuing problem of im-
ports undercutting our domestic prod-
uct. While I commend the Secretary
for his December initiative, I would
like to take this opportunity to ex-
press my strong support for the exten-
sion of this program to embrace other
troubled commodities.

I represent an area of New York
known as the “black dirt region.”
Some of this country's finest onions
are grown in this sector of Orange
County. I can assure you that my
farmers are hurting and that they
would benefit immeasurably from the
creation of an Ad Hoc Advisory Com-
mittee on Onions. Accordingly, I
strongly urge the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to consider extending this model
program.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Maine clarifies the
role of the Ad Hoc Potato Advisory
Committee by requiring that: First,
the Ad Hoc Potato Advisory Commit-
tee meet at least twice a year; second,
the Secretary of Agriculture take
action to relieve the burden on our do-
mestic producers based on the ad hoc
committee’s recommendations; and
third, that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture should report publicly to both the
House and Senate Agriculture Com-
mittees on actions taken by the ad hoc
committee.

Compounding the difficulties facing
our American farmers in their con-
stant battle to remain competitive
with imported commodities, is the im-
portation into his country of substand-
ard products bearing USDA approvals.
The Agricultural Marketing Service
has been conducting random spot
checks at the U.S. border to ensure
that potatoes entering this country
are up to prescribed standards. The
second amendment offered by Ms.
SnowEe expresses the support of Con-
gress that the Agricultural Marketing
Service should continue these random
spot checks and that they should in-
crease the frequency of these checks
in an effort to maintain significant re-
ductions in the movement of substand-
ard product into this country. I en-
courage the Secretary of Agriculture
to enlarge the scope of the random
check program to include other affect-
ed commodities.

Events of the past several weeks
have made clear to all of us that U.S.
trade policy needs to be reviewed and
reformed. The time to act is now. Ac-
cordingly, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the Snowe amendments.

Ms. SNOWE. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. I think both of
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these endeavors certainly can comple-
ment what the gentleman is suggest-
ing in trying to address other commod-
ities that are facing similar problems
with respect to imports from Canada. I
think the kind of advisory commis-
sions established by the Department
of Agriculture for the potato industry
could be extended to other commod-
ities as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE].

The amendments were agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DASCHLE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the REcorp of
September 24?

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes;
Chairman.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DascHLE: Page
434, line 3, insert *(a)" after “Sgc. 1803.".

Page 434, after line 23, add the following:

(b) Section 20(f) of the Federal Meat In-
spection Act (21 U.S.C. 620(f)) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:

“(g) The Secretary may prescribe terms
and conditions under which cattle, sheep,
swine, goats, horses, mules, and other
equines that may have been administered
an animal drug or antibiotic not approved
for use in the United States may be import-
ed for slaughter and human consumption. If
the Secretary determines that the use of an
animal drug or antibiotic in any of such live-
stock is harmful to the health of man and
that it is impossible to determine the live-
stock being imported do not harbor any resi-
due of such animal drug or antibiotic, the
Secretary may issue an order forbidding the
entry into the United States of such kind of
livestock from any country that allows the
use of such animal drug or antibiotic in the
production of such livestock in such coun-
try. No person shall enter cattle, sheep,
swine, goats, horses, mules, and other
equines into the United States in violation
of any order issued under this subsection by
the Secretary.”.

Mr. DASCHLE (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

There was no objection.

0O 1700

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment I am offering today will
strengthen our meat inspection laws
with regard to the importation of live
animals, by providing the Secretary
with direct, discretionary authority to
deal with imported slaughter animals
suspected to be unfit for human con-
sumption. This amendment addresses
the question of the use of nonap-
proved animal antibioties in the pro-
duction of imported slaughter animals.

Current statute allows the Secretary
the authority to ban the importation
of carcasses, meat or meat products

it has, Mr.
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that are considered to be “adulterat-
ed.” While it is not impossible for the
Secretary to broaden this section to in-
clude live animals, no specific refer-
ence is made to live animals, and how
these products might be considered to
be adulterated. Herein lies the prob-
lem.

My amendment gives the Secretary
the direct, discretionary authority to
address this issue by prescribing the
terms under which live animals may
be imported for slaughter and human
consumption. Under my amendment,
this authority extends to imported
slaughter animals which may have
been administered an animal antibiot-
ic not approved for use in the United
States.

If the Secretary determines that it is
impossible to detect residues of such
nonapproved drugs or antibiotics in
the live animals, and that the use of
that nonapproved drug is harmful to
the health and welfare of the consum-
ing public, the Secretary may ban the
importation of that class of animal.
This ban would apply to every country
allowing the use of this drug in the
production of that class of animal,
until such time as that country no
longer permits the use of that drug in
the production of that class of animal.

Livestock producers in this country
have a legitimate complaint. On one
hand, our Government forbids the use
of a particular drug or antibotic in the
production of our domestic slaughter
animals. Many times the use of these
drugs is not approved because of the
severe health hazards their use may
cause to consumers of these meat
products. At the very same time, this
same Government permits live animals
to be imported from countries which
permit the use of the very same drugs
we prohibit our own producers from
using because of health reasons.

Producers ask, and rightly so, why
the use of these drugs are not a health
hazard in foreign imports, but is in our
own domestically produced animals.
This amendment will give the Secre-
tary the unqualified authority to
answer those producers.

Concern with the use of nonap-
proved animal drugs is as much a con-
sumer issue as it is a producer issue,
Consumers have every right to know
that their meat products are safe for
human consumption. By providing the
Secretary with the clear authority to
ban those imported animals that
might be suspect to contain hazardous
drugs, we are ensuring that he has the
legal authority to make certain that
consumers are, in fact, enjoying the
safest possible meat products. I urge
the inclusion of this amendment in
the 1985 farm bill.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.
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Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman's yielding,
and this is to advise him that we have
examined the amendment on our side
and would have no objection to its
adoption.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman'’s yielding. I am
looking at the amendment, and I just
do not find any basis upon which to
raise an objection to it, so I think we
are going to accept it on this side.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Nebraska.

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by my colleague from my
neighboring State of South Dakota,
Mr. DASCHLE.

As my colleague has pointed out,
this amendment is needed to extend
the authority of the Secretary of Agri-
culture to impose limits on the impor-
tation of live animals that contain
levels of chemicals that could cause a
health hazard to our consumers. As
the gentleman points out, current au-
thority allows for addressing problems
with processed products, and this
added authority is needed, as well.

Earlier this year, live hogs were
being imported from Canada into the
United States that may have con-
tained dangerous levels of chloram-
phenicol and other substances that
have been banned in this country. It
places our producers on a particularly
unlevel playing field when we import
live animals from countries that do
not have high environmental and
cleanliness standards, and yet do not
allow our own producers access to
these same chemicals and technol-
ogies.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support
this amendment to level the playing
field for America’s agricultural pro-
ducers.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Mississippi is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. Chairman, America's
cattlemen are facing their worst
market in 17 years. Since January,
feed cattle prices have dropped 25 per-
cent, and many producers, from cow-
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calf operators to feedlot owners, are
being forced into bankruptcey.

Despite these hard times, cattlemen
are not asking for Government assist-
ance. Instead, they are asking us to
give them the opportunity to help
themselves. The Beef Promotion and
Research Act would give them that
opportunity.

By enabling cattlemen to initiate a
$1 per head checkoff, we allow them
to raise the money for much needed
research, education, new product de-
velopment and promotion programs.
But this bill does not supercede exist-
ing State and national beef promotion
programs. In fact, Mr. Chairman, up
to one-half of the funds collected
could be under State control. And
rather than create a new bureaucracy,
this bill utilizes and reinforces the ex-
isting industry structure.

Cattlemen desperately need, and
want, the Beef Promotion and Re-
search Act. A recent survey by an in-
dependent research service showed
that more than three-fourths of the
Nation's cattlemen believe that a
checkoff is an important investment in
their business. The average checkoff
recommended was just over $1 per
head—the same amount that the Beef
Promotion and Research Act calls for.
And this bill has strong, industrywide
support.

The cattle industry has served us
well through the years in providing a
safe and wholesome source of nutri-
tion. It's time for us to help the indus-
try through these trying times. Mr.
Chairman, the Beef Promotion and
Research Act does not solve all the in-
dustry’s problems, but it is a start. We
owe them that much.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Michigan is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to ask if Willie Nelson is around and
can rush to our assistance. I think we
may need some aid before the evening
is over or before this farm bill is dis-
posed of or the small farmer is dis-
posed of completely.

I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, what has happened to all the
amendments that were put in to assist
the family farmer, whom I have joined
with an urban-rural coalition to help
save? Could the committee chairman
respond briefly to that question,
please?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man for that purpose.

Mr. bE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
would be very happy to respond to the
gentleman and point out that we have
addressed that issue. As a matter of
fact, we accepted a series of amend-
ments offered by our distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Brook-
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lyn, NY, Mr. Towns, that addressed
that issue in part.

Our concern extends beyond that.
As we work through this legislation,
we do not depart in any way whatso-
ever from the fact that we must ad-
dress the issue of the family or the
small farmer.

There have been attempts to divide
or to strike at the big farmer or strike
at the small farmer. But I think the
gentleman should be proud ef the way
our committee has addressed that
issue. Specifically, again I go back to
our colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Towns]. I point out
that the gentleman from Brooklyn,
the inner city of Brooklyn, has devel-
oped enough expertise to offer amend-
ments to this legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, is
the gentleman saying, then, that I
should be able to face in public the
small farmers in America, because if
they understood what the gentleman
knows is in this bill, they would be
proud of my support for this measure?

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I would assert to
the gentleman in the affirmative, that
certainly he should support it, and if
he would, I would stand alongside him.

Mr. CONYERS. Then let me ask the
committee chairman another question.

I am one who has been troubled in
this House for many years about these
several conditions in food: First of all,
we have 35 million people living in
poverty in America, many of them suf-
fering from malnutrition. Second, we
pay billions of dollars to farmers not
go grow. Third, we are now faced with
the world’'s worst famine, the worst
famine in history, where 21 nations in
Africa are in peril.

Is there some way I can explain to
reasonable Americans why we are still
paying people for being too efficient,
why we are still driving thousands of
small farmers into bankruptey and
into the cities, and why people are
starving not only in America but in
the world? Does this measure in any
way address those questions?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee,
my friend, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DE LA GARZA].

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, if
I were to address the question of the
gentleman in its proper form and give
the answer which it merits, it would
take hours. All I can attest to the gen-
tleman is that we have addressed the
issue and know that we do not specifi-
cally pay billions of dollars for some-
one not to plant. But there is a combi-
nation of very intricate but yet trou-
bling problems of legislation.

The problem with famine is not that
the food is not there; it is that it is in
the wrong places, and sometimes the
problem is with the government, like
with the famine in Sudan and Ethio-
pia. It is not that we were not willing
to send. They have problems with
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their governments. They have market-
ing problems, storage problems, and
transportation problems.

Here in America it is the same way.
There is food, but something else went
wrong. It was not the fault of the
farmers. It is that the man does not
have a job, there was a disaster in the
inner city, or there was unemploy-
ment, low employment, and underem-
ployment. That is the problem.

But the gentleman should be proud
of the fact that our legislation has af-
forded the American constituency
food at the least amount of disposable
income per family for food. It is only 1
percent of the total budget. It is not
all those billions; it is 1 percent of the
total budget. But something else went
wrong. If a fellow does not have a job,
then we need to address that issue in
other legislation, not here.

For 1 percent of the total budget we
have given the American people the
best-quality food in the world for the
lowest amount of disposable income of
any country in the world. But there
are other things that impact it, and we
cannot handle it all in this legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con-
YERS] has expired.

(On request of Mr. ALEXANDER, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. CONYERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I thank the gentleman for sponsoring
the bill which he and I joined together
to introduce and which is designed to
save the family farm and to also save
the American taxpayer from the enor-
mous burden placed upon the taxpay-
er by the current farm policy which
the bill under consideration tends to
continue.

I advise the gentleman, together
with all the other Members, that at
the conclusion of the debate on titles I
will offer the farmers’ solution to the
farm bill as an amendment in the
nature of a substitute and give to the
gentleman, together with all other
Members, the opportunity to save the
family farmer in America.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad to know that, and I will be there
cheering and rooting for you. But does
that turn upon a unanimous-consent
request?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con-
YERS] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. ALEXANDER, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. CONYERS
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield further?
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Mr. CONYERS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
there is a perfecting amendment that
will be offered to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute which will
seek permission from the House to
adopt all of the actions heretofore en-
tered into during deliberations by the
Committee of the Whole on the State
of the Union, so that the only provi-
sion that will be under consideration
as presented by my amendment in the
nature of a substitute will be Provision
No. IV-A, which will achieve the goals
that the gentleman from Michigan
wishes to achieve to save the American
farmer.
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Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Chairman, did the chairman,
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
Garza), wish to respond? 1 yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I just wanted to advise the gentle-
man that apparently the legislation
which the gentleman has cosponsored
will increase the cost to the consum-
ers, to the poor in the neighborhoods
throughout urban America.

Mr. CONYERS. In other words, we
are going to cut the consumer and the
inner city—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con-
vERS] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Con-
YERS was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, in
other words, the gentleman is telling
me that if I support small farmers, the
family farmer, through the substitute
legislation that has been referred to,
that I will then be in some concert to
raise the price of food for consumers
and people in the inner city.

Let me just say to the gentleman
that as I understand it, as the family
farmer is being driven off the land, it
is the corporate farmer that is taking
up huge acreages and they in concert,
as corporate farmers are given to do,
are going to be in control of the prices,
and no matter what we are going to
pay through this amendment, we are
going to pay more ultimately when
farming becomes a corporate enter-
prise in its totality.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman is entirely correct. But
on the question of increase in con-
sumer prices, under the gentle-
man's——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Con-
YERS] has again expired.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER,
and by unanimous consent, Mr. Con-
YERS was allowed to proceed for 30 ad-
ditional seconds.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman,
the increase in consumer prices pro-
jected by my amendment which I will
offer, which the gentleman sponsored,
will be 1 percent of the Consumer
Price Index. That translates into a 2-
cent increase in the price of a loaf of
bread.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BADHAM

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment that was printed
in the RECORD as of September 24.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BanHam: Page
432, strike out line 18 and all that follows
thereafter through page 433, line 4, and re-
designate the succeeding sections according-
ly.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment which I have offered has
been played in the press, to be modest
about it. It is an amendment that has
had a great deal of smoke put forth
around it. This is the so-called egg-
breaking amendment. It is not very
complicated, but it has been made
somewhat complicated.

A constituent of mine woke up some
weeks ago one morning and found out
by reading the newspaper, without
any prior knowledge or information or
request to testify, that the company
that he started some 5 years ago to
produce an egg-separating or egg-
breaking machine had been put out of
business by a two-line amendment in
the agriculture bill that had been
marked up, without hearing, without
debate, and by a voice vote. He sought
properly to get redress for this action,
which he considered not too politic or
congressional, with the Congress of
the United States and for this purpose
he called on his Congressman. For
that purpose then, being his Congress-
man, I have learned more about eggs
and salmonella and egg-breaking ma-
chines and the USDA and the content
of eggs, their transport and processing
of eggs, than I honestly ever wanted to
know; but I do want to take the time
of this House to set right the wrong
that has been perpetrated on the con-
sumer, on progress, on technology, and
the agriculture producers of our great
country.

There are at least two or three dif-
ferent kinds of hen eggs. Eggs sold
into commerce can only be grade B or
better, which means that they must be
sanitized. They must be whole. They
cannot have any cracks or chips or
smells. They cannot have any manure
on the outside of them., They are able
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to be sold into commerce and they are
clean and they are fresh.

The problem comes when people in
restaurants, people in bakeries who go
for higher quality produce merchan-
dise, want to use eggs that are fresh,
wholesome and grade B or better in
their cooking and in their baked prod-
ucts.

One of the catches in there that en-
ables people to use whole fresh grade
B or better eggs is the difficulty and
the length of time and the cleanliness
involved by breaking eggs by hand in a
restaurant or a bakery, both of which
are governed or licensed or inspected—
not by the USDA, but the Food and
Drug Administration for cleanliness
and handling.

Just recently, 50 people in the local
area got sick from salmonella poison-
ing, 50 people. They traced it—where,
to a restaurant. To a machine? No, to
hand-breaking eggs, because the hands
of the people breaking the eggs were
dirty and it caused disease.

Now comes a man who invents a ma-
chine, call it Egg King, Egg Master or
whatever. This machine is a centrifuge
that operates with perforated cylin-
ders inside and going at 3,400 r/min’s,
a pretty fast machine, and will break
literally scads of eggs per minute. All
of a day’s production can be broken in
about 1 hour and perfectly separated
and therefore there is no shell remain-
ing in the egg liquid. The egg liquid is
cooked, and I stress that, because it is
pasteurized in accordance with the in-
structions on the machine and the egg
material, the egg liquid, is pasteurized.
It is removed from the shell and any
salmonella that could possibly be
present, and these go from refrigera-
tor to separation to liquid within liter-
ally seconds. There is no salmonella
because it has been pasteurized or
cooked or baked, according to the in-
structions on the machine.

The State of Hawaii tested this ma-
chine time after time. They discovered
that it was not only good, it saved
money and ended up with a cleaner
product.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
BapHAM] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BADHAM
was allowed to proceed for an addi-
tional 5 minutes.)

Mr. BADHAM. The State of Hawaii
is somewhat at stake at this amend-
ment because it has put its whole de-
partment of health on the line in
saying that this machine is good.

The Food and Drug Administration,
again which I reiterate is the only
outfit that licenses, inspects, and regu-
lates the kinds of industries that use
the machine: namely, bakeries and res-
taurants. There are some 700 of these
machines in operation throughout the
country, some 700 over the past 5
years.




October 7, 1985

Mr. Chairman, there has never been
one complaint or one showing of any
salmonella coming up in these, be-
cause you just cannot get salmonella
poisoning material that is grade B or
better, sanitized on the shell, and it
has been pasteurized or cooked.

It may come up in the debate, if
there is a debate against this very
simple bill, to allow progress to go
ahead in this country by technology,
lowering prices to consumers and low-
ering prices to restaurants and bak-
eries for higher quality products. It
may come up that the University of
Nebraska ran some sort of a test. I
talked to the people at the University
of Nebraska. The test that they used
that might be shown in their letter
was done on a grade lower than B that
could have dirt on the shell. There is a
less polite word for dirt on an egg
shell, but that is what we are talking
about, dirt on an egg shell lower than
grade B. The eggs were not sanitized.
It was also done in a manner that the
eggs were left standing, and naturally
salmonella being an airborne virus,
can do it.

It did not say the eggs had to be
cooked, so you can get salmonella that
way in laboratory testing, however, at
the same time that the people at the
University of Nebraska were talking to
us, the head of the food services at the
University of Nebraska called us and
said, “Please, don't let them do any-
thing. We use this machine and it is a
wonderful labor saving device. Please
don't let the science department tell
you something that just isn’'t plain
true. We see no salmonella.”
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The USDA somehow got into this
act. In October 1983, the machine was
approved by USDA. On March 29,
1984, the approval was rescinded. On
March 13, 1985, the machine was again
reinstated as approved by USDA. On
June 18, 1985, the USDA offered a
paper saying they agreed with the so-
called Thomas amendment that I am
trying to remove.

On September 12, 1985, the Assist-
ant Secretary, Mr. Ray Lett, was met
with and he said the Department
should withdraw its support of the
Thomas amendment. Sometime short-
ly after that they went back to sup-
porting the amendment. On October 3,
1985, conversations with my office in-
dicated that they were formally with-
drawing support of the amendment
and were so advising Mr. THoMas. On
the same day, after 6:30 that night,
they flipflopped again, according to a
‘Wall Street Journal reporter.

So there is a little something going
on here. But ladies and gentlemen,
however you vote on my amendment
to allow a machine to be used that is
used in USDA-licensed egg-breaking
plants, that I will get into in a
moment, do not think for a moment
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that the subject is health or salmonel-
la. It just plain is not. This machine,
as used in an authorized and regulat-
ed-by-USDA establishment, has to use
grade B or better, the material has to
be pasteurized, no salmonella, no
doubt.

The USDA does come up with one
argument, because they say that the
shell can commingle with the liquid
and, therefore, can be subject to sal-
monella. Again, it cannot if it is pas-
teurized, and cooking pasteurizes it.
But I want my colleagues to know that
in the regulations involving USDA-li-
censed egg-breaking plants, where eggs
are broken by human hands, separat-
ed, the shells go one way in just about
all cases and the liquid goes another
way, until they find out, just like you
do at home and just like you do at
Denny's, you get little pieces of shell
in there. The USDA recommends that
to remove those segments of shell
from an egg-breaking plant licensed by
USDA which do not use grade B or
better, they use C or lower, which
have egg dirt on them, that that
liquid, before it is frozen or powdered,
if you like frozen or powdered eggs, be
run through a separator, a clarifer, or
a centrifuge before it goes into the
freezer or powder, be purposely run in
there to what—to commingle with the
egg shell and get them out.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
BapaaMm] has again expired.

(On request of Mr. BrRown of Cali-
fornia and by unanimous consent, Mr.
Bapaam was allowed to proceed for 2
additional minutes.)

Mr. BADHAM. Just a couple more
points.

Remember, colleagues, we are not
talking about salmonella. We are talk-
ing about progress and the restriction
of it by somebody who does not want a
machine in competition. We are also
talking about the bakers of our coun-
try, the restaurant people, the hotel
people of our country, who want this
machine because it allows them to give
a better and higher grade product.

So we are talking about an amend-
ment that was slipped into the bill by
voice vote, without hearings, and I am
asking my colleagues in the name of
progress and justice to undo that
wrong that was done.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADHAM. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

Mr. BROWN of California. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman for bringing this matter up. I
recall it being discussed in the commit-
tee and being adopted. I raised some
guestions in the committee at the time
as to what the purpose behind this
was. I have certain objections to re-
strictions on technology myself. I be-
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lieve I was reassured by what I
thought was the position of the De-
partment of Agriculture at that time. I
did not realize that the matter had
gone through several variations, as the
gentleman has indicated here.

It seems to me this subject is an idea
candidate for further study and hear-
ings by the full committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr.
BapxaM] has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BADHAM
was allowed to proceed for 4 additional
minutes.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. BADHAM. I would be happy to
continue to yield to the gentlemen
from California.

Mr. BROWN of California. I think
obviously from what the gentleman
has said there are factors behind this
that warrant further investigation.
There may be a legitimate case for the
language, but it has not been demon-
strated to me yet and I hope that the
House will see the wisdom of the gen-
tleman’s amendment and allow the
committee to study this further before
bringing back a more desirable amend-
ment in the future.

Mr. BADHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution. I think the
U.S. Department of Agriculture might
even have the good sense to want to
study this device. They have flip-
flopped on it so many times, it is about
time they decided whether it was good
or whether it was bad. I am satisfied
to stand by the operation of this ma-
chine in any test that anyone can
devise, using the method of operation
as instructed on each and every ma-
chine, which is made of stainless steel
and has to be cleaned every 4 hours.

Again, ladies and gentlemen, let me
stress that this is not a matter of sal-
monella. There is not going to be any
salmonella in a pasteurized egg. The
breadth of this amendment also is
such that no matter what USDA says
and whatever the proponents of the
amendment might have us believe, the
amendment prohibits any egg use in a
public place, inspected by the USDA,
unless the insides of the egg are exam-
ined before cooking.

Ladies and gentlemen, there go our
hard-boiled eggs, our solt-boiled eggs
and our pickled eggs.

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BADHAM. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. STRANG. 1 thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, does this mean a res-
taurant would have a problem in serv-
ing a hard-boiled egg?

Mr. BADHAM. If they did not want
to go afoul of USDA or FDA, absolute-
ly.
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Mr. STRANG. I mean under the
gentleman's amendment would this
create a problem?

Mr. BADHAM. Under my amend-
ment, things would be exactly as they
are now in the 37,000 restaurants, I be-
lieve, that are using the 700 machines
licensed by FDA. They would continue
just as they are now, no salmonella,
grade B or better eggs.

Mr. STRANG. I am sure the gentle-
man, like me, has been in restaurants
where the only thing one felt safe
eating was a hard-boiled egg which
one peels himself. Would this affect
that?

Mr. BADHAM. Not in any way if my
amendment passes.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. BaApHAM].

Certainly I admire my colleague for
speaking out on behalf of his constitu-
ents, but I must oppose my distin-
guished colleague on this issue be-
cause there are several points that I
believe the House must consider and
then reject this amendment.

Let me say very loud and clear that
the technology that we are talking
about is a hazard to public health. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture said so
and the egg producers themselves say
so0 as well. It is a hazard to public
health because it is an egg-crushing
processor, not an egg-breaking process.
Eggs are literally dumped into the ma-
chine along with traces of blood,
chicken manure, dirt, rot and frag-
ments of paper egg cartons.

The USDA says that there are now
safeguards that can prevent that. Let
me say that again: Eggs can be
dumped into the machine along with
traces of blood, chicken manure, dirt,
rot and fragments of paper egg car-
tons. The entire mess has been
crushed together and mixed together
before the shell fragments are re-
moved. That is what USDA has said
and that is why this technology has
been banned from egg processing
plants since 1970.

If my colleagues have any doubts
about USDA's opinion on this issue,
then I would simply point out one
other fact. The more this process is
used, the more eggs will be used and
the more money the egg producers will
make, but guess what, the egg produc-
ers themselves are opposed to this
amendment and to the use of this egg-
crushing machine. They are opposed
because they know that is it just a
matter of time until someone gets seri-
ously ill or perhaps dies from salmo-
nella poisoning as a result of the use
of this very process.

Let me say that again: The issue
here is that it is just a matter of time
before someone gets seriously ill or
perhaps dies from salmonella poison-
ing as a result of the use of this proe-
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ess that, follow me closely, was out-
lawed in 1970.

Let me get something straight here.
Hearings were held. They were held in
1970 on this very issue, more than 15
years ago, and that is why, my friends,
Congress passed the Egg Producers In-
spection Act and that is why this egg-
crushing process was outlawed by
USDA in egg processing plants.

This type of egg-crushing process
was not then used in businesses such
as bakeries and restaurants and hotels,
and so forth, and so the regulations
were not extended into such establish-
ments. Thus, the loophole that al-
lowed this dangerous, old technology—
it is not new technology—to be ex-
tended into new uses was not banned.
Now we must act, in my opinion, to
close this loophole.

I respect my distinguished colleague
from California, but I must call for
the position of USDA itself and the
committee to be upheld in order to
protect the public health.

Let me conclude my comments with
a couple of other remarks. Those
standards that were set there some 15
years ago provided first for one thing:
that it was in the best interest of the
public, for sanitary reasons and health
reasons, that in the process of crack-
ing eggs that the shell and the interior
of the egg not be mixed and, of course,
this is exactly the way the machine
works, to crush the entire egg and
shell in the process.
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It presents a second and very impor-
tant thing that was set down in those
provisions in 1970, and that was after
all the steps that could have been
taken and had been taken to put a
clean egg there before the cracking
machine, that there was one last step,
and what it was was simply to crack
the egg and look at it, to separate the
shell and the egg and to visually ob-
serve, and from what is called organo-
leptic inspection of sense, of smell, and
sight, to determine at last phase if
there were no rot, or bloods, or any
other imperfections in the egg, or for
that matter, any matter on the outside
of the shell of the egg, and to give it
that last inspection. Of course, this
machine, where plates of eggs are
dumped into the machine at the rate
of 360 a minute, that is 6 per second,
that, therefore, that process is totally
precluded.

Now let me tell you, FDA has not
rendered any position on this machine
as to its being acceptable. USDA has,
and I want to read, since my colleague
has brought about some question of
USDA’s position, let me read you
USDA's position from their own hand.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
THoMAS] has expired.
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. THOMAS
of Georgia was allowed to proceed for
5 additional minutes.)

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia.

Dear ConcrEssMAN THoMas: This is to re-
affirm our support for your amendment to
the Egg Products Inspection Act.

Now listen closely:

We want to emphasize that we have never
waivered on our support of your amend-
ment as it relates to plants operating under
our jurisdiction. There did arise the ques-
tion as to the propriety of our taking a posi-
tion on that portion of the amendment
under the jurisdiction of FDA. In reviewing
our position more closely, we fully support
your amendment.

One other letter that I would like to
submit from the Department of Agri-
culture is dated October 4:

This is to clarify the impact your amend-
ment to the Egg Products Inspection Act
would have.

I want to read this because my col-
league would have you believe that
possibly this is the end of ordering a
hard-boiled egg or a pickled egg in a
restaurant, and of course, this provi-
sion as it stands in the committee at
this time would have absolutely no
effect on that. Cooked eggs are not
considered processed eggs and, there-
fore, are totally out of this provision.

Let me go back and again read this
letter:

This is to clarify the impact your amend-
ment to the Egg Products Inspection Act
would have on firms that hard-boil, soft-
boil, and pickle eggs.

Your amendment would have no impact
on the processing and marketing of these
eges. The EPIA specifically regulates the
“processing” of liquid, frozen, and dried egg
products. “Processing by definition in the
EPIA, means "manufacturing egg products,
including breaking eggs or filtering, mixing,
blending, pasteurizing, stabilizing, cooling,
freezing, drying, or packaging egg prod-
ucts.” “Processing” does not include ‘‘cook-
ing.” Therefore, the EPIA is not amenable
to the processing of cooked shell eggs.

This concludes my comments. I
would ask the Members of this body to
consider very carefully those points
that I have made, and at this time I
would be happy to yield back my re-
maining time.

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in support of the amend-
ment.

(Mr. REID asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
speak in support of the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from California.
We have worked together as members
of the Congressional Travel and Tour-
ism Caucus and I appreciate his bring-
ing this amendment to the floor of the
House.

I must admit that I am somewhat
perplexed as to the intent of the lan-
guage in the bill. For example, the bill
states:
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No person shall process for commerce, any
eggs for human consumption that (1) does
not allow examination of the content of in-
dividual eggs being processed.

Does this mean that a customer may
not go into a restaurant and order a
hard or soft-boiled egg? Certainly the
content of such an egg cannot be ex-
amined unless the proprietor is to
stand and watch each egg as it is
cracked by the customer. I can imag-
ine the problems this would create in
the case of room service.

Additional language states:

No person shall process for commerce, any
eggs for human food in any manner that
allows egg content to comingle with the egg
shell or shell membrane during the process.

What is the problem? Is it the per-
sonnel or the equipment? In either
case, I submit it is not a problem for
the Federal Government. It is a
matter more appropriately handled by
the business and the public health
services of the local governments who
inspect health conditions of commer-
cial establishments, including facili-
ties, equipment, and personnel.

In my home State of Nevada, we
have over 20 major hotels currently
using automated egg cracking proces-
sors. The processors are efficient,
time-saving, labor-saving, economical
devices. As in any business, the hotel
industry is constantly looking for ways
to reduce costs and avoid waste. The
egg cracking processor can crack up to
900 eggs per minute. The hotel indus-
try is extremely concerned and careful
about the health of their customers.
Nothing can be more devastating to
the food service industry than a case
of food poisoning. This equipment is
safe and can only become unsafe if it
is improperly maintained, which is the
case with any equipment. Keeping it
clean is the job of management.

In closing, let me say not only is this
equipment safe, but I submit that the
safety and health of the customer is so
critical to the hotel and food industry
in my State, that they would not use it
if it were not. Further, it is not only
safe, economical, labor-saving, but it
allows the food service industry to
bring to the customer what he or she
wants most—a product made with
fresh eggs.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, just for brevity's sake, I
think I just finished reading in my re-
marks there from the EPIA the fact
that cooked and processed eggs have
absolutely nothing to do with this
amendment, and that the committee’s
position on this would in no way affect
cooked or processed eggs.

Mr. REID. I think that is debatable.
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Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, the
author of the amendment in commit-
tee, the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. THoMAs] would have you
believe that the law as he proposes it
to be really does not mean what the
law really says. It means what the De-
partment of Agriculture might say it
means in a letter. But they have flip-
flopped every few days on this, and
the gentleman knows that.

I would like to correct the gentle-
man and thank him for yielding, that
you do not have dirt or blood spots or
cracks. A grade B or better egg cannot
be sold in commerce unless it is free of
all of those things. It cannot be sold
into commerce if it does, so there is no
salmonella because it is pasteurized.

Mr. REID. Reclaiming my time, I
would also state, Mr. Chairman, I
think if you read the letters as they
were written, they talk about not proc-
essing the foods at the retail level, as I
am concerned about, in a hotel or res-
taurant. I think it could be read that it
only applies to that in a commercial
venture such as processing eggs prior,
and that they were meant to cover
this in the amendment before the
committee.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. I simply
would like to make this point here
that I think we need to review. Cer-
tainly there are requirements for cer-
tain grades of eggs, and the require-
ment that they must meet in order to
get that grade standard. But you must
realize there is absolutely no guaran-
tee that that can be carried out to 100
percent. Everyone works, of course, to
the best of their ability to do so, and
that is what this machine does, in my
opinion. Its great danger is that it pre-
cludes what could be the last saving
inspection, that organoleptic inspec-
tion by eye and sense of smell.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Nevada [Mr. REIp]
has expired.

(On request of Mr. THomas of Geor-
gia and by unanimous consent, Mr.
REeIp was allowed to proceed for 3 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. If the
gentleman will continue to yield, my
point is that this is what we must un-
derstand. Certainly everyone does ev-
erything they can to deliver a clean
egg. But the normal sanitization proc-
ess that is used does not result 100 per-
cent, or even close to it in the destruc-
tion of salmonella bacteria that can be
embodied deeply in the pores of the
egg.
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And that can occur even on an egg
that appears to be very clean and very
sanitary. But when you dump it into
that large hopper, the centrifuge-type
machine, without having inspected or
separated it, then you expose the
entire content of those eggs and all
the eggs in the hopper to that salmo-
nella bacterium. That is a real and
prevalent thing.

Mr. REID. Reclaiming my time, I
think the point made by the gentle-
man from Georgia amplifies the points
that have been made in support of this
bill. Namely, this is something that
should be maintained by local govern-
ments, and I would also state that it
appears quite clear that the Commit-
tee on Agriculture should have hear-
ings on this matter. I do not think it
should go forward on the basis it has
been presented to this committee.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
hope the gentleman from Georgia did
not misspeak himself gravely when he
said that if you have salmonella bacte-
ria which are airborne, which can
come to roost on an eggshell, if the
eggshell is left out in the ambient air,
as they are at some fast food restau-
rants for a long time, they cannot
burrow into the shell; the fact is, if
the liguid is pasteurized, cooked, or
baked, no salmonella. The gentleman
implied that there would be. I believe
he is wrong on that point.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield on
that point?

Mr. REID. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Certainly that is the case, but my
point is that if the salmonella bacteria
is embedded in the porous surface of
the egg and the egg is cracked without
that final visual inspection, it is then
mixed and it is not cooked for some
reason, and there are certain recipes
that do not require cooking till 140 de-
grees in a restaurant, then certainly
the salmonella bacteria would not be
destroyed. That is my very point.

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, you know, a Supreme
Court Justice once said that govern-
ment is to be feared the most when its
purposes are benevolent.

This case illustrates that maxim
very well.

Pity the lot of the producer of class
C eggs in America today; can't sell
them commercially, he is relegated to
selling them for the purpose of
making egg powder.
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Now if you are in the restaurant
business, you always seek to build a
better mousetrap to have people come
to your restaurant. That is competi-
tion. To the extent that you have
fresh eggs in your products to attract
customers. If you are seeking to buy
class A and class B eggs and crack
them one by one, your labor goes out
of sight. So what do you do? You get a
machine that somebody has invented
that permits the machine cracking of
the eggs in the shell and utilization of
it to give the product that people eat
the flavor of fresh eggs as opposed to
powdered eggs. If you are in the busi-
ness of selling powdered eggs, you find
that machines are beginning to take
your business. You do not like losing
your business. So what do you do? You
come to this distinguished Member of
the House representing his area, and
you get an amendment offered, but
you need a plausible reason as to why
this should fly. So you erect a flag
flying under protecting the public
health by alleging the name of salmo-
nella. Never mind the fact that the in-
structions on the machine say that
you heat the product after mixing the
egg in the shell to 140 degrees for 3%
minutes, which every biologist says
kills the salmonella. Nobody is claim-
ing here that anybody has ever con-
sumed or contracted salmonella as a
result of eating this food product. This
flag of flying under the public health
flag sounds pretty good, but it just
won't wash. If we want to have

progress in our culture, if we want to
have our system evolve where some-

body can build a better mousetrap to
answer the need of a commercial situa-
tion, I think we should permit the pro-
ducer of this machine to stay in busi-
ness. There is no damage to the public
health. Let competition work its way
as to whether or not the restaurant
owner is going to use a machine with
eggs to put into his product or wheth-
er he wants to use powdered milk. I do
not think we should be attempting to
resolve that on the floor of the House.

1 yield to the gentleman from Geor-

gia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Certainly we all represent our own
interests as best we can; but I do want
to point this out, that if it was a
matter of selling grade A eggs which
are the eggs that the user, the maker
of this machine, recommends, the egg
producers in this country make more
money from the sale of grade A eggs
than they do from the sale of grade C
eggs. It would be greatly to their ad-
vantage. And I must say, the one
person who has introduced the eco-
nomic factor really has been the man-
ufacturer of the machine.

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I withdraw my
time and conclude with this point: The
producer of the class C eggs is the one
that feels the competition from this
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machine. This machine is being prop-
erly utilized, nobody is claiming other-
wise that I am aware of. The seller of
powdered eggs is feeling the loss of
business, the threatened loss of busi-
ness. Otherwise, we would not be dis-
cussing this. I think the seller of the
machine ought to have a chance.
There is no damage to the public
health.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words, and I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I really did not
intend to get into this, but as the
author of the original Egg Inspection
Act I would like to point out a few
things. Right after we passed the
Wholesome Meat Act in 1967 we start-
ed looking at eggs and poultry.

What we found was not very appetiz-
ing. I will not even describe some of
the nauseating conditions. They were
breaking dirty eggs and cracked eggs
into 5-gallon cans, letting them sit
around where the temperature was im-
proper. It was just really a bad situa-
tion. So we developed an Egg Inspec-
tion Act.

Now to start with, one should
assume that every egg laid might have
salmonella on the shell. You can
assume that because it is transferred
in the feed. The same thing with beef.
It only takes a searing on the outside
of a steak to take care of that prob-
lem. But if it is mixed into the eggs, it
takes 140 to 143 degrees for 3 or 3%
minutes to pasteurize it.

What is involved here in the subject
matter before us is not a health prob-
lem with salmonella. If they pasteur-
ize the egg, that solved that danger.

When I go to the restaurant, if I buy
scrambled eggs, I make them crack 2
grade A eggs and mix them right
there. I do not buy scrambled eggs
made from liquid eggs. But a lot of res-
taurants buy liguid eggs. They buy
them in a 5-gallon can.

Now these big egg handlers like it
the way it is because the whites bring
more than the yolks and they sell
whites to bakers. When you go to a
restaurant, did you ever notice how
yellow the scrambled eggs are some-
times? Some liquid eggs they purchase
are mostly yolk. That is the reason.
Big egg handlers like it this way. They
do not like for people to buy whole
eggs, run them through this machine,
because that reduces the opportunity
for handlers to sell liquid eggs that are
mostly yolk and they cannot have the
opportunity then to sell them all
those yolks for the price of class B
EEES.

So I think there is a lot to be said
here about the amendment to strike
the prohibition in the bill. That is why
I think the Committee should look
into this carefully before acting.
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To start with, there is not a salmo-
nella problem. But there is a whole-
someness problem.

The one thing I agree with, with the
gentleman from Georgia, is I would
like to see each one of them cracked
separately so one could see whether or
not there is a blood spot in any of the
eggs or something like that. I like that
idea. That is the reason why we origi-
nally proposed the language that is in
the act. On the other hand, it is not
because it cannot be pasteurized to
keep it from having salmonellosis.

So I think that there is more in-
volved here than what you can deal
with just by eliminating the right to
use this machine. The Committee
should look at what the industry is
doing now as well as whether or not
this machine ought to be used, and
people ought to know what the conse-
quences are.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes, I will yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I do not understand how the gentle-
man can make the statement that
there is no danger from Salmonella
poisoning in view of some of the
recent real instances which have just
occurred. One that the proponent of
this amendment pointed out where 50
people became ill from salmonellosis
from eating cooked eggs in a restau-
rant.

0 1750

The incident of the processed cheese
out in California was a tragic event of
Salmonella poisoning.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Here is one way
that can happen: The egg, if it were
cooked, the Salmonella was destroyed.
But if they had a plate there that had
Salmonella on it or the cook had Sal-
monella on his or her hand and put
the egg on the plate, then you can get
salmonellosis from it.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. If the
gentleman will yield again, would not
the gentleman agree that when you go
through a process where you mix the
eggshell, which is a prime carrier of
Salmonella bacteria, when you inten-
tionally throw egg and all together in
the same vat and crush it, you are cer-
tainly extending the chance.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If it was
washed and sterilized, as it is supposed
to be, the answer is “No."”

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Well, the
gentleman disagrees with the USDA
and the FDA.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. No, I do not dis-
agree with them. I do not think they
disagree with that.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from California.
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Mr. BROWN of California. I appre-
ciate the fact that he has had the ex-
perience that he has on this subject
and makes the statement, which I
think is guite correct, that there is no
possibility of salmonella here. The
statement just made by the gentleman
from Georgia about salmonella in
cheese in California happens to be
true but it is utterly irrelevant. What
happened in that particular plant was,
they did not pasteurize.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They did not
pasteurize it.

Mr. BROWN of California. And
that, therefore, allowed salmonella to
enter. That was milk, not egegs,
anyway; so it is hardly relevant to this
debate.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. There is a dif-
ference between saying it is a health
problem and talking of wholesome-
ness. We called the Meat Act passed in
1967 the Wholesome Meat Act because
it involved wholesomeness. One can
take meat out of a dead animal and
cook it long enough and it will not
hurt one to eat it, but I do not want to
eat it. It’s not a matter of just health,
but also wholesomeness.

I really urge the Committee to look
at the whole subject matter, look at
what the egg processors and handlers
are doing at the present time, in addi-
tion to what should be done about this
machine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. SMI1TH] has
expired.

(On request of Mr. BapHam and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SMm1TH of Iowa
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. BADHAM. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I really do not want
to see the gentleman from Georiga
end up with egg on his face on this.
The problem in the recent thing
where 50 people were made sick, I
stress, was not from the eggs, not from
the liquid; it was from the hands of
the workers.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. If the
gentleman will yield, has that been
documented?

Mr. BADHAM. If the gentleman will
yield, that is the way it is, that the
people were infected by the workers’
hands, not by the eggs.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In virtually all
kitchens there is salmonella. It can
come from the meat, it can come from
polutry or eggs, but if they do not
keep their hands clean, if they do not
wash the block or table off that they
are using, if they do not wash and
sterilize everything, the customer can
get salmonellosis. But this is not a
health problem here. There are a lot
of other things involved. For that
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reason I really urge the Committee to
go back, take a look at what the egg
handlers are doing at the present time,
in addition to any problems with this
machine, and determine what really
needs to be done in the way of an
amendment to this Egg Inspection
Act.

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I agree we want to
get to a vote. But as a Member of the
Committee on Agriculture who has
tried to support the committee all the
way through, I think we should under-
stand that this was something that
was added to the bill where at least
some of us were not real knowledgea-
ble about the full consequences. At
least this gentleman did not know we
would put a small businessman out of
business if we passed this particular
amendment.

It is my understanding, also, that
you are required under this machine
to use grade A or B eggs which have
to, first of all, be pasteurized; is that
correct?

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. It is rec-
ommended that you use these, but you
must remember that these require-
ments on the machine in a restaurant
are not laws, they are not statutes,
they are merely suggestions by the
manufacturer.

Mr. BEDELL. Is there any reason in
the world that the FDA could not, if
they saw that there was any danger,
require, if they were to use this for
purposes other than cooking, that
they had to use grade A or B eggs in
this machine?

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. It is my
understanding that the FDA does not
set the regulations. They are without
regulations at this time. This is pre-
cisely my point, that we have allowed
something to come up that has cir-
cumvented the very findings of the
hearings held in 1970 to discuss every
issue we have discussed right here, and
we have allowed a machine now to
come up through a loophole.

Mr. BEDELL. If I might say so,
many of us are not real privy to what
may have happened in hearings in
1970, This is 1985. That is 15 years
ago.

The gentleman wants to do whatever
is correct here, but I do think that
before we go ahead and say we are
going to legislate this small business-
man out of business, that maybe we
ought to be darn sure of what we are
doing. I was not darn sure that that
was going to be the effect of an
amendment that was passed by a voice
vote in our committee.

It would seem to me that if there is
a problem that the FDA should be in a
position to answer that problem with-
out putting this guy out of business,
that they ought to be able to say that
if you are going to use the processed
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product of this machine that you have
to then pasteurize it if you are not
going to cook it in an area that would
kill salmonella.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Will my
good friend yield?

Mr. BEDELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. 1 would
simply say—and this is why I have
been as serious and ardent in my en-
deavor to understand this issue as I
have been—I have known full well the
implications on this businessman, but
I also know the dangers. And I must
say that it should have been the re-
sponsibility of the manufacturer of
this machine to look very closely and
carefully at the regulations before the
machine was perfected. Certainly I
would not have perfected a machine
that did something in a maner that
went totally against regulations and
laws tha were in place. We are setting
a double standard. We are requiring
the USDA grading plants to go by one
standard and allowing those standards
to be totally circumvented through
the use of this machine in another
area.

Mr. BEDELL. I want to understand,
what is it of the machine that is vio-
lating the law now? If it was violating
the law now, you would not be able to
sell it and there would not be that
problem.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. No, you
are wrong. This machine has been per-
fected and put on the market since
this law was written in 1970. At that
time the machine was not being sold
in bakeries and hospitals and restau-
rants, and so there was no provision in
there to provide for this. This is a
matter of a simple loophole we are
talking about. I really appreciate the
indulgence of my friend, but let me
make one last comment, and then I am
going to sit down on this. When we
come up here and we have one day
what can be a very real tragedy as a
result of this, the Members here,
rather than talking about a business-
man who has obviously sustained some
lumps, are going to be talking about a
loss of human life, and that is what
this body better weigh very carefully.

Mr. BEDELL. I know we are taking
too much time, but certainly this gen-
tleman does not want to endanger
human life. On the other hand, I be-
lieve we do need to know what we are
doing when we move forward.

Mr. BROWN of California. If the
gentleman will yield briefly, I wanted
to speak to that point about the
danger to human life.

This machine has been in use for
roughly 5 years. There is about 1 mil-
lion eggs a day being cracked with this
machine. By an stretch of ordinary
arithmetic, I calculate there are sever-
al billions of eggs that have been proc-
essed through this machine. There is
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not yet one substantiated case of
danger to human health, not one case
of salmonella, not one problem, and
yet the whole basis of the argument of
the gentleman seems to have been
that this is a threat to public health.
If he has evidence that it is a threat to
public health, that should be brought
before the Committee and we can act
accordingly.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California.

I oppose the amendment because it ap-
pears to make a mockery of the Egg Prod-
ucts Products Inspection Act. In my district
an egg producer called to inform me that
even if they wanted to use a machine such
as the EggKing, or the Egg Master centi-
fuge separater, they are precluded from
using one even though they have four
USDA inspectors on duty, full-time inspect-
ing the eggs that are cracked and processed
at the plant.

This amendment if adopted would con-
tinue to prohibit the use of centrifuge sepa-
rators in egg processing plants, but permit
their continued use in such places as
hotels, restaurants, and other food process-
ing industries where hundreds, if not thou-
sands of eggs are used each day with no
Government inspection whatsoever.

In other words, if we adopt this amend-
ment, we would continue to penalize those
egg processors who have inspectors, and
yet do nothing to ensure sanitary or safety
standards in those businesses or industries
that currently use these machines, but who
are not subject to USDA egg inspections.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to this
body that what is sauce for the goose, is
sauce for the gander. If we are going to
prohibit the use of these machines by egg
processors, then we should not circumvent
the Egg Products Inspection Act law by
permitting their use by food processors or
if the sanitary and safety record of the cen-
trifuge egg separator is as good as the gen-
tleman from California has stated today,
then its use should be made available for
egg processors as well as food processors
and others who use large numbers of eggs.

I urge the defeat of this dment and
I yield back the balance of my time,

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Badham amendment
which would strike section 1801 amending
the Egg Products Inspection Act. this is a
major provision of the Farm bill, and it is
extremely important that we followup on
the work of our colleagues who passed the
Egg Products Inspection Act in 1970. We
are being asked to close a loophole in that
act which has arisen as a result of a tech-
nology which has been adapted for use in
an unanticipated way.

It is clear that eggs should not be broken
by a centrifuge machine. The practice is
unequivocably unsafe even under the best
of circumstances.

In actual use, the centrifuge egg breaker
permits you to dump the whole egg, shall
and all, into a drum to be crushed and then
separated. Mixing the shell with the egg
liquid is a disaster waiting to happen. As
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Congressman THOMAS pointed out in his
recent “Dear Colleague,” USDA and FDA
have documented cases of centrifuge users
dumping broken, leaking, low grade, and
otherwise inedible eggs into the centrifuge
for processing. In fact, one internal USDA
document quotes one bakery manager as
saying he knew of instances where he had
dumped rodent droppings, rotten eggs, and
miscellaneous filth into the machine by fol-
lowing instructions from the manufacturer
to invert the trays of eggs intact.

In voting to prohibit the use of these
unsafe practices we are not requiring addi-
tional regulatory resources from USDA,
FDA or any other State or local agency.
This provision is budget neutral. Restau-
rants and bakeries, etc. are currently rou-
tinely inspected by USDA, FDA, and State
and local health departments. Should the
provision prohibiting these egg breaking
practices be enacted, violations would be
detected easily and dealt with in the course
of routine inspections. Food manufacturing
establishments would simply be put on
notice—use of the centrifuge for egg break-
ing is prohibited. There would be no need
for additional manpower or money.

Finally, USDA is joined by the egg indus-
try in opposition to this amendment. The
egg industry spends approximately $5 mil-
lion per year to promote a wholesome
image of their product. Egg producers have
worked diligently to earn and preserve con-
sumer confidence in their product. Egg
producers oppose the use of centrifuges for
egg breaking because producers are well
aware of the health hazards associated with
their use and feel that the continued use of
these practices and the potential conse-
quences constitute a threat to the whole-
some image of the egg. This is a legitimate
concern.

I urge you to consider USDA’s position
and the egg industry’s concerns and vote to
defeat Mr. BADHAM'S amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. BApHAM].

The question was taken; and the
chairman being in doubt, the commit-
tee divided, and there were—ayes 29,
noes 20.

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHATRMAN. Has the amend-
ment been printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD?

Mr. FRANK. It was, Mr. Chairman,
on September 24.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK: Page
509, after line 13, insert the following:

HONEY LOAN MAXIMUM

SEec. 1896. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Secretary of Agriculture
may declare that, with respect to nonre-
course loans a person may receive for honey

October 7, 1985

under a program under the Agricultural Act
of 1949 for a crop year, the outstanding
principal balance of such loan shall not
exceed $250,000, and that any outstanding
balance exceeding that amount shall be a
recourse loan in nature. The Secretary shall
make rules to carry out this section and
such rules shall conform as nearly as practi-
cable to the rules made to carry out section
405(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949. The
Secretary shall not make a declaration
under this first sentence of this section if
the Secretary determines that the applica-
tion of this section upon such declaration
would have an undue ill effect on the struc-
ture of the honey industry or on agricultur-
al interests that depend on commercial bee
colonies for pollination.

Mr. FRANK (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, this is
an amendment that was originally
filed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by
the gentleman from North Dakota. He
has decided not to offer it, but I decid-
ed to offer it, which is permitted
under the rule.

I think the honey subsidy is one of
the least useful expenditures of Feder-
al funds. At a time when we are talk-
ing about far-reaching changes in the
entire structure of our Government af-
fecting the distribution of power be-
tween the President and Congress, to
continue to spend money on the honey
subsidy does not seem to me to be a
very good idea.
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I believe this amendment would be
better than the present situation, but
I am informed that my good friend,
the gentleman from Massachusetts,
the senior member on the Republican
side of the Appropriations Committee,
has an even better way to deal with
this. At this point, I am going to yield
back the balance of my time, because
it is my understanding that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts has an
amendment to the amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoNTE to the
amendment offered by Mr. FRaNK: At the
end of the amendment offered by Mr.
Frank, strike the “.” and insert the follow-
ing in lieu thereof: ': Provided, That (1)
Section 201 of the Agriculture Act of 1949, 7
U.S.C. 1446, is amended by striking in the
first sentence the word “honey.” and (2)
Subsection (b) of such section is hereby re-
pealed.”,

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
reserve a point of order on the amend-
ment.
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1 yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. CoNTE].

Mr. CONTE. I would say to the gen-
tleman, in order to save time, can the
gentleman make his point of order? I
have another amendment in case the
point of order is sustained.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I wanted to allow
the gentleman to offer it.

Mr. CONTE. That is all right. I have
another amendment.,

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
under the situation, I would not want
to preclude the gentleman from offer-
ing his amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reser-
vation; I will not make a point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. CoNTE] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman reserving his point of
order?

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. No; I am not
making a point of order on the gentle-
man'’s amendment.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK. I believe the time for a
point of order has now passed, the
gentleman having withdrawn his res-
ervation. So no point of order will lie.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I hope I do not
make the gentleman nervous. No, I did
not object to the gentleman proposing
his amendment. I think it is a bad
amendment, and I will argue in due
time. I was just here stretching be-
cause I was tired of sitting.

Mr. CONTE. I will get you a Coca-
Cola box next time. I thought you
were sitting.

Mr. Chairman, a tiny, little bee lit
on my shoulder on my way back from
the floor last week when my amend-
ment to strike the honey program
went down on a point of order. This
little bee buzzed in my ear and said
“Don't give up SiLvo—you stick right
in there because the good name of
bees is being besmirched all over this
great country—especially in North
Dakota where one honey producer got
$1 million in support payments. The
little bee told me that Congressman
Frank would try to stop this super-
sweet deal by placing a limit of
$250,000 on the amount of payments
to the big bees in the honeycomb busi-
ness. There is no limit today. My
amendment goes Mr. FRANK one better
and does away with the entire pro-
gram. This little bee had all the facts.
He told me that the nonrecourse loan
rate for honey is at over 60 cents while
the price we pay for imported honey is
at 40 cents, so we are importing more
and more honey.
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The GAO has looked at this pro-
gram and they say we are getting
stung. We are spending nearly $100
million to store 100 million pounds of
honey each year in order to benefit
only 2,500 commercial producers. At
the same time we are importing 100
million pounds put on grocery shelves.
You'd have to have bees in your
bonnet not to see how far out of line
this situation is.

I think everyone gets stung once or
twice in their life, but this country is
getting stung over and over again. Now
the bees are getting in the act. Why
just last week in Hollywood, FL, when
the bees found out about how the
Americans are being robbed by this
program they got out of their keeper’s
truck and refused to pay the toll on
the Florida turnpike. I tell you these
little fellers are in revolt over the way
we raise the price on their diligently
created product. Help me restore some
dignity to the little bee and let's swat
this program once and for all.

Since 1980 our imports have grown
from 50 million pounds to 130 million
pounds—that's a 250-percent increase.
In that same time the CCC acquisition
costs have risen from $9 million a year
to over $90 million—that is a 1,000-per-
cent increase,

You would think that the Commodi-
ty Credit Corporation was being run
by a family of black bears based on
the millions of pounds it is buying
from our U.S. honey producers.

Keeping this program flies in the
face of logic. We will have spent over
$250 million in the last 4 years in Gov-
ernment payments while putting more
and more imported honey on the
shelves of our grocery stores. You can
hardly find any domestic honey for
personal consumption. Encouraged by
the stinging facts from my little bee
friend, I decided to come right back
over here to fight this battle again.
Just as the Africanized bee is swarm-
ing its way up into our country so is
the honey oozing up from our South-
ern neighbors. Mr. Chairman: That
poor little bee could not come back
over here with me today because he
knew he would be in mortal danger in
the company of the honey-snatchers
in this body who support this pro-
gram.

But as he flew away, he once again
entreated me to save his little pollen-
covered pride by allowing the honey
that he and his fellow bees produce in
good old American hives to once again
find its way to our grocery stores.
With all that is riding on the flight of
this little bee, the least we can do is
support my amendment and put an
end to this blot on the dignity of U.S.
bees.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there are some ele-
ments of levity that crept into my col-
league’s performance, and I often feel
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when I have helped my colleague from
Massachusetts get the floor that I
should be entitled to an agent’s fee.

There is a very serious core here. We
are talking about a proliferation of
subsidies that get bigger and the in-
consistency at some point has to be
clear to people to increase the amount
we spend subsidizing bees. Now, I
know I have been told by several of
my colleagues that there is a national
security aspect to agriculture. We were
told that the Downey-Gradison
amendment undermined national secu-
rity, presumably because we would not
have enough sugar to put in the Rus-
sians’ gas tanks when they came over
here,

I was told by my friend from Okla-
homa that we would be endangering
national security by reducing target
prices. Maybe there is somewhere a di-
vision of Kkiller bees that is being
trained to do counterinsurgency work
for us. I can tell you that is the only
plausible rationale I would accept for
this program, and I do not think it is
empirically validated in this case.

We cannot continue to have Mem-
bers vie with each other to declaim
how much we have got to reduce the
budget deficit and change Govern-
ment structure to do that, and contin-
ue to proliferate this kind of program.
We have been asked, the gentleman
from Massachusetts and I, why we get
involved in these issues. First, we both
have agricultural areas in our parts of
Massachusetts. We thought actually
that we were more involved in the last
one, because we misunderstood. Some
of us thought the egg-breaker ban was
an attempt to ban leg breakers, which
would have had more of an employ-
ment impact in some parts of our dis-
trict.

But in this particular case, we are
talking about a proliferation of Feder-
al subsidies for issue after issue in the
agricultural area, and this is how you
get budget deficits. Budget deficits do
not exist in general; they exist in par-
ticular, The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has offered a very sensible
way fto begin to reduce by saving
money in an area of unnecessary sub-
sidy. I hope his amendment to my
amendment is adopted.

0O 1810

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is a very serious
matter. We have an industry in the
United States that we call the bee in-
dustry or the honey industry. Like
many other areas of agriculture, it had
a support program to assist it as a sort
of a safety net, but in about 1980, the
roof fell in and imports started coming
in from many other countries in the
world at a lower price, and as well-in-
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tentioned as this program was to offer
a safety net, this lower priced honey
then undermines the price at which
we had stabilized or supported the
honey production.

It has been mentioned, and I would
attest to the fact, that the bee is a
very important factor in the pollina-
tion process. It provides 18 billion, 19
billion, or 20 billion dollars’ worth of
effort in the pollination in that it en-
hances fruit and vegetable production
and in fact reduces the cost. But we
have now from the People’'s Republic
of China—Communist China—from
Argentina, from Canada, and from
many other areas of the world honey
coming in at lower prices. But yet it
has not affected the price to the con-
sumer except when you just buy the
honey. We have already heard how
much honey is used in confectionery
or in baked goods or in candy, and it
has not lowered the price that the con-
sumer pays for the items that have
the honey. But yet they are buying it
from other countries at a much lower
price.

It all comes down to this, my col-
leagues: American jobs. Without a
honey industry, the jobs that are lost,
that are transferred to another coun-
try, that is what it is going to be. That
is the name of the game, jobs, jobs,
jobs. Do we want them here with some
involvement of Government? I think it
is legitimate. Maybe we need to re-
structure. Maybe we need to lower.
Maybe we need to wait for a better
day. But to strike out entirely, we are
transferring jobs out of this country.

Yes, there is a national security in-
terest and yes, there is a need to pro-
tect the taxpayer, because one without
a job, everyone knows the unemploy-
ment, the food stamps, the aid to de-
pendent children, we are just adding
to it.

So this amendment to the amend-
ment, and I say this respectfully, is
shortsighted. It may have some degree
of emotion.

Yes, I have read the GAO report. It
is not as factual as it could be. It deals
in a vacuum. I found arguments that I
could challenge in some areas of the
GAO report.

But the basic fact again is, do you
want the honey produced in this coun-
try at a Government-subsidized level,
or do you want to knock it out and
bring it all from abroad? That is the
bottom line. That is the bottom line—
jobs in another country, items coming
in or out of business. That is the
bottom line.

I attest to you that all other argu-
ments really would not address the
issue. Yes, I will cede to the issue of
cost to the Government. I do not chal-
lenge that. The figures are there and
no one can deny that. But why we got
there, why was the intent of the pro-
gram thwarted? Because of the im-
ports coming in.
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I would hope that every time some-
one offers an amendment, every time
someone offers an amendment that at-
tempts to erase an industry or a seg-
ment of an industry, we should pro-
vide that that amendment also incor-
porates how we protect ourselves from
what is going to come from the out-
side. It should be a two-tiered amend-
ment: What is the protection we are
going to afford to the few survivors?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the
requisite number of words, and I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I want to stand in
support of the chairman of our Agri-
culture Committee on behalf of the
honey program.

Admittedly this program is in a state
of transition. While I could support
the Frank amendment as before us
which basically provides a cap on the
payments to any individual honey pro-
ducer, I cannot support the amend-
ment to strike entirely this honey pro-
gram at this time.

The Chairman I think has spoken
eloguently of the importance of pollin-
ization with a total of $19 billion in
crop value. I would just say at this dif-
ficult time for agriculture all across
the country let us not pull this neces-
sary support mechanism out for the
fruit, nut, vegetable, forage, and oil
seed crop industries.

I would remind this House that last
year the Congress addressed the
honey problem, and I believe we have
to give that proper time to work. We
passed the Honey Research Promotion
and Consumer Information Act of
1984, This promises to lead to im-
proved marketing and the effort by
the industry in an industry-support
program of promotion to expand U.S.
per capita consumption.

We find this is a market that has
been neglected through the years, and
the beekeepers of America want to
contribute to a fund. We are just be-
ginning to see this get organized. I
think we should allow it to work.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington, I
yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I just
ask is my friend, the gentleman from
Washington, a supporter of the deficit
reduction, the balance the budget pro-
cedure that is being discussed in the
other body right now?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, yes, I certainly am. But
let us not take on this particular in-
dustry and undercut them at this time
in this particular effort.

So let us give this program that we
passed, and I am sure that the gentle-
man from Massachusetts voted for it
last year, let us not undercut that at
this particular point.
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Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yield to my Chairman, the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

1 again repeat that our legislation
meets the budget requirements. We
have met what has been imposed by
the budget. In what we submitted to
the budget we did a balancing act. So
this legislation is incorporated into
what we recommended to the Budget
Committee. It is not an add-on and we
have been responsible and we have
made our cuts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the Agriculture Commit-
tee is correct. He is responsible. He is
responsible with his colleagues for a
great big part of the deficit. This is
the problem I have when I ask the
gentleman from Washington if the
gentleman supported this budget re-
duction.

The gentleman from Texas says,
“See, this is within the budget.” But
during 1-minutes today, all my friends
on the Republican side were saying
that budget is no good and we have to
have drastic reductions down from it
and, not only that, we have to have
the new provision with impoundments
and sequestrations, et cetera. We
cannot have it both ways. We cannot
reduce the budget deficit without
voting against the program.

Mr. MORRISON of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, if I may reclaim my
time, I would say to the gentleman
that if all agencies involved in this
Government had been as responsible
as the approach taken by the Agricul-
ture Committee, we would not have
the problems that we have to address
in the deficit reduction program.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield to
me?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yvield to the gentleman from North
Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, let me just briefly say it is
a pleasure once again to see the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts back down
providing leadership on agricultural
issues, this time with a friend.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, somebody has to.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, let me just say that the
amendment that is being offered, the
base amendment was noticed in the
REecorp by myself, and under this rule
it can be offered by another Member
and then amended which is the proc-
ess we are in today.
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I noticed the amendment because I
would like to see a change in the
Honey Support Program. I do not sup-
port, however, the amendment to the
amendment that I put in the REcorbp.
I do not think that with the little
thought that has been given here that
we ought to abolish that program.

The reason I did not offer it, inci-
dentally, after I noticed it in the
REecorb is that I decided that probably
a better approach to limiting the
loans, which I intended to do in the
amendment, to $250,000 was probably
to evaluate the structure of the Honey
Program in the Agriculture Commit-
tee rather than have the Agriculture
Secretary down at USDA do that. So I
decided not to offer the amendment to
this section hoping and expecting that
the Agriculture Committee will do
that in the coming couple of years.

But I want to make it clear that I do
not support this amendment that has
been offered today. I also want to be
clear that I do not think the kind of
loans that are going out at the levels
they are going out ought to continue
either. I would like to see something
done about that.

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
thank the gentleman from North
Dakota for his comments, and I will
yield to the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

0O 1820

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

I just wanted to comment on the
statement of the gentleman from
North Dakota, that as chairman of the
subcommittee that has jurisdiction on
this, what we have noticed is that over
the last 3 years the tremendous
number of imports that have come in,
at the same time that the imports
have increased dramatically, and let
me give some figures here.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
CoLEMAN of Texas). The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
MoRrrisonN] has expired.

(At the request of Mr. CoELHO, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. MORRISON
of Washington was allowed to proceed
for 3 additional minutes.)

Mr. MORRISON of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

In 1980, we were importing in 49 mil-
lion pounds of honey. Today we are
importing in 109 million pounds of
honey and it has caused the increase
in the cost of the program.

We talk about exporting jobs and we
talk about trade being a major issue.
This is a program where you can point
right to it and say that trade is killing
us on this one.
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I think what we need to do, we need
to look at the program and I am com-
mitted to the gentleman from North
Dakota that we will get into the
Honey Program. We will hold some
hearings. We will get in and find out
what is actually going on. We will
make the necessary modifications that
need to be made; but let us not punish
the people here in the United States
for what the people in other nations
are doing to this program.

Second, let us also be understanding
of the fact that—I know the gentle-
man from Massachusetts knows about
the birds and the bees, and if the gen-
tleman really understands the process
of the birds and the bees, we do not
really want to eliminate the bees in
this country from doing the job that
they need to do to keep our industries
alive that are dependent upon bees. I
know the gentleman from Massachu-
setts would not support eliminating all
the bees in this country.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very
much the gentleman yielding.

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yield to my chairman.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
just appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing.
I am standing here, and I must say
that I do not know that we can grasp
what this amendment can do to the
fruit and vegetable industry through-
out the United States. It is not only
the honey producers, but the fruit and
vegetable industry.

There is timber, as my colleague
behind me, the gentleman from Michi-
gan, says.

It is something very serious. It is not
anything that we should pass lightly.
We are dealing with jobs, American
jobs, with the fruit and vegetable in-
dustry, with the timber industry, with
an industry that has a stake itself in
this up until a few years ago and I
think that in the national interest we
owe it to ourselves to turn this amend-
ment down.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yield to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

The gentleman from North Dakota
is a little unhappy that people not in
agricultural districts primarily get in-
volved in these programs. One of the
reasons we do is this. This is what the
gentleman gives us. My friend, the
gentleman from Texas, is now describ-
ing a program that is of relatively
recent duration as the only thing
standing between us and a renewal of
the Great Depression. We start off
subsidizing bees and what do we get
into but fruits, vegetables, and timber.
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I am grateful that national security
was not invoked, but everything else
has been.

My other friend, the gentleman
from California, wanted to talk about
the birds and the bees and, of course,
last week we had the gentleman from
California over here giving us very
graphic descriptions about AIDS.
What it is that is motivating our Cali-
fornia comrades to get on this sex
kick, I am not sure, but it does not
have a great deal to do with the pro-
gram before us.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
MorrisoN] has again expired.

(At the request of Mr. DorcaN of
North Dakota, and by unanimous con-
sent, Mr. MorrisoN of Washington
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of Washington. I
yield to the gentleman from North
Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

I just want to point out that the gen-
tleman does a service by coming to the
floor to discuss agriculture. I did not
mean to suggest the gentleman should
not be here. It is the gentleman’s ex-
tensive background in agriculture that
I was commenting on.

I think that we need to discuss
where we go with this honey program.
For example, we have a $1 million loan
payment in my State. That should not
happen; but that ought not to be an
excuse for us to say today, this
minute, let us dump the whole pro-
gram. I do not think that is making
public policy the right way and that is
the only thing I was trying to say.

Mr. MORRISON of Washington.
Mr. Chairman, I will reclaim my time
only to say that we have in action
taken last year helped direct this in-
dustry to move I think as this Con-
gress would ask, to be self-supporting,
promote increased per capita con-
sumption of your products, and if not,
obviously we will make decisions in the
future to modify this program.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am only going to
take a couple moments to say once
again, to reiterate the fact that the
problem that we have in honey today
is not the program itself, but the very
trouble that we have not only with
honey, but with so many other subsi-
dized agricultural products. There is a
flood of imported products coming
into the United States that alone is
displacing what otherwise would clear-
ly be a sufficient supply necessary to
meet the needs of our domestic econo-
my; s0 I think that is really the issue.
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How do we deal with this flood of
subsidized imports? How do we deal ef-
fectively with coming about with a
program that will insure fair competi-
tion among honey producers? That is
why I think once we deal with that
issue, we can deal more effectively
with the honey program and why this
amendment would be premature at
this time.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. ConTE] is recognized for 5
minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I hear
from the gentleman and I hear from
my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas, and all the others and my good
friend, the gentleman from California,
that imports are devastating the
honey producers, here in the United
States.

Now there is a trade bill coming out
of the Ways and Means Committee, is
that not the place to handle the
import problem, or do we go off and
pay a guy up in North Dakota $1 mil-
lion for support prices for honey? Is
that conscionable, I ask you, is $257
million for support prices for honey in
4 years conscionable?

As my good friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts knows, we are
having trouble with the imports of
shoes. Why do we not amend this bill
and set up some warehouses and store
billions and billions of pairs of shoes?
What does the gentleman think about
that? Will the gentleman join me in
that?

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. CONTE. Yes; I yield.

Mr. FRANK. Well, Mr. Chairman, it
would have a certain advantage over
some of these other commodities in
that the spoilage rate would presum-
ably be less and I think it would have
certain advantage.

I appreciate the gentleman’s argu-
ment, because there is no equivalence
here. We do not for other commodities
do this.

I do have to comment to my friend,
the gentleman from North Dakota. He
said that he agrees this program has
worked and we ought to deal with it,
but not when the House is voting on it
and probably not what the committee
did. The gentleman is all in favor of
contemplating it, we ought to say, but
he is not in favor of taking any action
with regard to it, because he apparent-
ly finds the floor of the House or the
committee inappropriate.

The gentleman from South Dakota
says, “Yes, we have to work on this
when you have reported out the bill.”
We are now on the floor of the House
and we are going to get a lot of conver-

sation and a lot more hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars.

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. Yes; I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Chairman, we
are getting into a very sticky situation
here.

Mr. CONTE. We sure are.

Mr. DASCHLE. There just is not a
relationship between shoes and honey
and I think the gentleman has to
make sure that the House understands
the difference.

Mr. CONTE. I am quite sure they
do, because before this program they
had another bee program, which I fi-
nally killed. It took me about 10 years
to kill it. That program was paying
beekeepers for dead bees. They never
had one autopsy on any of those bees
to see whether they died of a heart
attack or arthritis.

Everybody knew that they were
paying these same beekeepers millions
of dollars because of dead bees. I final-
ly killed the program and now we have
this program to contend with, which is
worse than the other program, be-
cause now they pay them for live bees.

This is ridiculous. Let us bring a
little sanity into the honey industry.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. Yes; I yield to my
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I think we ought to get a vote on
this so Members can vote to continue
to subsidize beekeepers and then show
us how much they are for a balanced
budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE]
to the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CoNTE) there
were—ayes 20; noes 21.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—ayes 340, noes
65, not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 340]
AYES—340

Armey

Aspin

Alkins

AuCoin
Badham

Anderson
Andrews
Annunzio
Applegate
Archer
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Bellenson
Bennett
Bentley
Bereuter
Bevill
Biaggi
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehlert
Boland
Bonker
Borski
Bosco
Boucher
Boulter
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brown (CO)
Broyhill
Bryant
Burton (CA)
Burton (IN)
Bustamante
Byron
Callahan
Campbell
Carney
Carper
Chandler
Chapman
Chappell
Cheney
Clay
Clinger
Coats
Cobey
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Coleman (TX)
Collins
Combest
Conte
Conyers
Cooper
Coughlin
Courter
Coyne
Crane
Crockett
Daniel
Dannemeyer
Darden
Daub
DeLay
Dellums
Derrick
DeWine
Dickinson
Dicks
DioGuardi
Dixon
Donnelly
Dorgan (ND)
Dornan (CA)
Dowdy
Downey
Dreler
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Dyson
Early
Eckart (OH)
Eckert (NY)
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Erdreich
Fascell
Fawell
Feighan
Fiedler
Fields

Fish

Flippo
Florio
Foglietta
Foley

Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Fowler
Frank
Franklin
Frenzel
Frost
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Fuqua
Gallo
Garcia
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilman
Gingrich
Glickman
Goodling
Gordon
Gradison
Gray (IL)
Gray (PA)
Gregg
Grotberg
Guarini
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall, Ralph
Hamilton
Hansen
Hartnett
Hawkins
Hayes
Hefner
Heftel
Hendon
Henry
Hertel
Hiler
Hillis

Holt
Hopkins
Horton
Howard
Hoyer
Hubbard
Hughes
Hunter
Hutto
Hyde
Ireland
Jacobs
Jeffords
Jenkins
Johnson
Jones (NC)
Jones (OK)
EKanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kastenmeier
Kennelly
Kildee
Kindness
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kolter

Leach (IA)
Lehman (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Levine (CA)
Lewis (FL)
Lipinski
Livingston
Lloyd

Lott

Lowery (CA)
Lowry (WA)
Luken
Lungren
Mack
MacKay
Madigan
Manton
Markey
Martin (IL)
Martinez
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCain
McCloskey
McCollum
McDade
McEwen
McGrath
McHugh
McKernan
McKinney
McMillan

Meyers
Michel
Mikulski
Miller (CA)
Miller (OH)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Molinari
Mollohan
Monson
Montgomery
Moody
Moore
Moorhead
Morrison (CT)
Morrison (WA)
Murphy
Myers
Natcher
Neal

Nelson
Nichols
Nielson
Nowak
O’Brien

Rowland (CT)
Roybal
Rudd
Russo
Sabo
Savage
Saxton
Schaefer
Scheuer
Schneider
Schroeder
Schuette
Schulze
Seiberling
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shelby
Shumway
Shuster
Sikorski
Siljander
Sisisky
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Denny
(OR)
Smith, Robert
(NH)
Smith, Robert
(OR)
Snowe
Snyder
Solarz
Solomon
Spratt
St Germain
Stark
Stenholm
Strang
Stratton
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Studds
Stump
Sundquist
Sweeney
Swift
Swindall
Synar
Tauke
Tauzin
Taylor
Thomas (CA)
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant

1985

Traxler
Udall
Vander Jagt
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walgren
Walker
Watkins
Weiss
Wheat
Whitehurst
Whittaker
Williams

NOES—856

Gephardt
Gonzalez
Hammerschmidt
Hatcher
Huckaby
Jones (TN)
Leath (TX)
Leland
Lightfoot
Long
Lujan
Marlenee
Matsui
McCurdy
Murths
Pashayan
Pepper
Perkins
Pickle
Price
Quillen
Robinson

NOT VOTING—29

LaFalce Mrazek

Latta Pursell

Lewis (CA) Rinaldo
Loeffler Rostenkowski
Lundine Schumer
Martin (NY) Sharp
McCandless Stokes

Mica Towns
Mitchell Young (MO)
Moakley

0O 1840

Mr. LELAND and Mr. CRAIG
changed their votes from ‘“aye” to
uno‘ﬂ

Messrs. NICHOLS, JONES of Okla-
homa, HEFNER, CRAIG, STRANG,
SABO, BUSTAMANTE, ORTIZ,
RICHARDSON, HERTEL of Michi-
gan, BREAUX, TRAXLER, and
SCHEUER changed their votes from
“no" to “aye."”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Chairman, on
October 3, the House voted in an
amendment to H.R. 2100, the Food Se-
curity Act, offered by Mr. GLICKMAN
and Mr. WoLre. The amendment (roll-
call No. 337), struck the exemption to
the “sodbuster” provisions, and re-
quires farmers who plowed highly
erodible land between 1981 and 1985 to
have until 1995 to apply conservation
plans to continue to be eligible for
farm programs. I voted against this
amendment in error, and I would like
the REcorp to reflect that I had in-
tended to support this amendment.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of title XV of the Food Security
Act of 1985, which would amend both the
Food Stamp Act of 1977 and the provisions
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of the Agriculture and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 1973 relating to the Commodity
Supplemental Food Program. These amend-
ments are deserving of our support. Title
XYV reauthorizes a very important program,
one that touches on our responsibility to
see that all Amercians have access to a
well-balanced diet. The Food Stamp Pro-
gram is vital in that it ensures that the
entire Nation has access to food security.

Moreover, I am particularly pleased that
under title XV of this act provisions would
be made for those individuals in our socie-
ty who are homeless to have access to the
benefits of this program.

More specifically, my suppert comes
from the benefits that the residents of the
District of Columbia have received from
this program. As of February of this year,
73,561 persons have benefitted from the
Food Stamp Program in Washington, DC.
This figure represents 29,773 families. Of
these persons, 36,976 were children. These
figures represent 12,888 families tiat have
other forms of public assistance aid, and
16,885 families who receive no other form
of public assistance. The average benefit
per personi per month in the District is
$105.62. This assistance brings the incomes
of thousands of individuals to the poverty
level.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge my col-
leagues to support title XV and refrain
from any amendments that would reduce
this vital program.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose;
and the Speaker, having resumed the
chair, Mr. Bonior of Michigan, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that the Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
2100), to extend and revise agricultur-
al price support and related programs,
to provide for agricultural export, re-
source conservation, farm credit, and
agricultural research and related pro-
grams, to continue food assistance to
low-income persons, to ensure consum-
ers an abundance of food and fiber at
reasonable prices, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution
thereon.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. pE 1A GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on today’s consideration of H.R.
2100.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. WALKER. Reserving the right
to object, I do so in order to ask the
chairman of the committee whether or
not, since we are rising this evening,
whether or not it is the plan to go late
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enough to finish this bill tomorrow. I
know a number of Members who come
from agricultural areas who think it is
time to get this bill done.

My question to the chairman is
whether or not we are planning to go
until we finish this bill tomorrow
evening.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALKER. I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope so, but as
the gentleman knows, I do not have
control of the time as such. But I
would expect that we could finish to-
moOrrow.

Mr. WALKER. And it would be the
gentleman’s hope we could go as late
as it takes tomorrow evening to finish
the bill?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state
that with the agreement of some of
the Republican Members and some
Democratic Members the Chair ex-
pects the Committee to rise by 6
o'clock tomorrow night if they have
not completed their bill.

Mr. WALKER. So the potential is
that we would not finish the farm bill
tomorrow, too; is that correct?

The SPEAKER. I could not answer
that.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. MADIGAN. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, I do so only for
the purpose of asking the gentleman
from Texas if it is his understanding
that we still have the suspension to
vote on tonight.

Mr. pE LA GARZA. If the gentleman
would yield, the gentleman is correct.

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

MILITARY MEDICAL
MALPRACTICE

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the
pending business is the question of
suspending the rules and passing the
bill, H.R. 3174, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3174, as amended, on which
the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 317, nays
90, not voting 27, as follows:
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Mrs. LLOYD changed her vote from
“nay" to “yea.”

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Speaker, the
House voted on an amendment to H.R.
2100, the Food Security Act, offered
by Mr. GLIcKMAN and Mr. WoLPE. The
amendment (rollcall No. 337), struck
the exemption to the ‘‘sodbuster” pro-
visions, and requires farmers who
plowed highly erodible land between
1981 and 1985 to have until 1995 to
apply conservation plans to continue
to be eligible for farm programs. I
voted against this amendment in error,
and I would like the REcorp to reflect
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that I had intended to support this
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unaminous con-
sent that this statement appear in the
permanent ReEcorp immediately after
the vote on rollcall No. 337.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
HONORABLE FRED J. ECKERT,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
Gray of Illinois] laid before the House
the following communication from the
Honorable Frep J. ECKERT, Member of
Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, Oclober 7, 1985.
Hon. THoMAs P. O'NE1LL, Jr,,
The Speaker,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DeArR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to notify
you, pursuant to Rule 14(50) of the Rules of
the House, that I have been served with a
subpoena issued by the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia, and two members
of my district office staff have been served
with subpoenas issued by the Rochester
City Court, State of New York, County of
Monroe. After consultation with the Gener-
al Counsel to the Clerk of the House, I will
reach the determinations required by Rule
L(50) and will promptly notify you with
regard to same.

Sincerely,

The Capitol,

Frep J. ECKERT,
Member of Congress.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE
JOINT RESOLUTION 313

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to remove the
name of the gentleman from Virginia,
[Mr. WHITEHURST] from the list of co-
sponsors of House Joint Resolution
313.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

STRANGE VIEW OF A LAWYER'S
JOB

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. policy with respect to the ques-
tionable legality of the Reagan admin-
istration’s mining of the harbors of
Nicaragua and the resultant case in
the World Court has taken another
sad turn. Today's New York Times
says that a measure that would with-
draw the United States from World
Court jurisdiction in political cases has
been approved by the National Securi-
ty Council and is expected to be signed
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by the President today. It says the de-
tails were quietly drawn up in recent
weeks by Attorney General Edwin
Meese and Secretary of State George
Shultz.

The Reagan administration’s
strange, cavalier treatment of both
American and international law in this
case, is not something that is just an
isolated instance. Ms. Jeane Kirkpat-
rick, American Ambassador to the
United Nations, recently wrote an arti-
cle in which she denounced American
lawyers for having the audacity to
appear before the World Court repre-
senting Nicaragua to argue its case
against the United States.

An interesting article appeared in
the Akron Beacon-Journal for Friday,
October 4, by Edwin M. Yoder, Jr. He
pointed out that lawyers have a duty
to uphold the law. Yet the other day
Attorney General Meese was inter-
viewed on McNeil and Lehrer, and he
said his chief duty was to carry out
the policies of the President. One
would have thought his first duty was
to see that the law is enforced.

As Mr. Yoder says, those who deny
the possibility of a valid distinction be-
tween national policy and issues of law
whose feet are on a slippery slope.

The full text of the Yoder article
follows these remarks.

STRANGE VIEW OF A LAWYER'S JOB
(By Edwin M. Yoder, Jr.)

WasHINGTON.—If Jeane J. Kirkpatrick
seeks the Maryland Senate seat Charles
McC. Mathias will shortly vacate, her plat-
form should surely include the c¢rabbed view
of the duties of international lawyers she
recently expounded in the Washington
Post.

It would make for some excitement, as
lawyers abound in Maryland (as where do
they not?). They, but not they alone, must
find her views stimulating.

Mrs. Kirkpatrick, until recently the U.S.
ambassador to the United Nations, is an-
noyed that distinguished U.S. lawyers will
be arguing Nicaragua's case against this
country in the World Court. Nicaragua,
whose Marxist regime is on our official
blacklist, has charged the United States
with various infractions of international
law—including the secret mining of her har-
bors by the CIA.

To that end, Nicaragua has engaged Prof.
Abram Chayes of Harvard, a former State
Department counselor, as chief counsel.
Chayes will be joined by other U.S. citizens,

This, Mrs. Kirkpatrick writes with barely
contained indignation, is the first time that
“lawyers and witnesses have opposed their
own country.”

Not all would put it so. Others, mindful
that lawyers are ethically entitled to see
that even rogues have their day in court,
would say that Chayes is entitled. Mrs.
Kirkpatrick insists, however, that the World
Court is essentially a political forum whose
views “broadly reflect the politics of the
(United Nations) General Assembly,” which
elects the judges. .

And if Nicaragua's suit against this coun-
try is therefore a mere political shoving
match, she finds no difficulty in concluding
that the appearance of American lawyers in
Nicaragua's behalf is “curious,” if not (she
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avoids the word, but the insinuation is
there) unpatriotic. Chayes and company are
helping a foreign government “undermine
the legitimacy of existing U.S. government
policy."”

A victory for Nicaragua would not be
without its impact on U.S. policy. But the
implications of the Kirkpatrick thesis are
nonetheless disturbing, and not merely to
international lawyers. Essentially, Mrs.
Kirkpatrick proposes for the bar the “my
country, right or wrong” standard once
memorably applied to the press by Secre-
tary of State Dean Rusk. The reporting on
Vietnam, he once said, “raises the gquestion
of which side you're on,” never mind the
merits.

Under the Kirkpatrick rules, apparently,
any regime opposed by the United States
would be off-limits as a legitimate client for
an American lawyer—no matter what the
issue and however reputable the tribunal.

Such a standard would soon make self-ful-
filling prophecy of her view that the World
Court is a political, not a legal, forum.
Whatever the legal merits, lines invariably
would be drawn in terms of national self-in-
terest rather than of international law.
Stripped of all objective functions and rules,
the court would soon be of no value at all.

It happens, however, that Jeane Kirkpat-
rick’s characterization of Nicaragua's case
against the United States as no more than
political is questionable. At issue is not U.S.
policy, but the legality of certain disputed
steps (such as the furtive mining of Nicara-
guan harbors) taken to implement that
policy.

The distinction is less easily blurred than
Mrs. Kirkpatrick would have us think. Even
she would presumably agree that at the
1946 Nuremberg Tribunal, what was in
question was not war per se but the crimes
against civilian populations for which the
Nazi leaders were responsible—crimes that
transgressed treaties.

If the World Court vindicates the ambas-
sador’s insulting estimate of its intentions
and renders a blatantly political judgment,
it will merely undercut its own authority. If,
however, it rules impartially, according to
recognized doctrines of international law, it
may give the Reagan administration's prae-
titioners of illicit secret warfare something
to think about.

In neither case should the slightest odium
attach to lawyers and witnesses who argue
the case.

“We have,” Mrs. Kirkpatrick writes, “put
our foot firmly down on a slippery slope
where distinctions between one's country
and its adversaries . . . fade and disappear.”
No, it is those who deny the possibility of
valid distinctions between national policy
and issues of law whose feet are on the slip-
pery slope.

THERE HE GOES AGAIN!

(Mr. ALEXANDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker,
there he goes again. Over the week-
end, President Reagan was talking up
a balanced budget and pushing for a
plan that is called the balanced balo-
ney act of 1985.

How many times have we been
through this with him?
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Mr. Reagan has had 5 years to
submit a balanced budget. Instead, as
the New York Times pointed out re-
cently, he has used those 5 years to
earn “his Ph.D. in the art of borrow-
and-spend.”

I talked with the President a while
back and asked him why he hadn't yet
submitted a balanced budget. He re-
sponded that that was the most cyni-
cal question he had ever heard.

If we are going to address seriously
the issue of how to reduce the deficit,
we can't continue playing these sense-
less games to avoid the hard truth.

The President, regretfully, continues
to play a game of words with the
American people on an issue that's a
threat not only to our economy but to
the world economy. He's no longer the
ultimate innocent; he’s the manager of
the monstrous $2 trillion deficit he
rails against.

The numbers clearly show that the
President earned his title of Dr. Defi-
cit and that he has no intention of
presenting Congress with a balanced
budget.

I insert the following:

[From the New York Times, Oct. 4, 1985]

THE BALANCED BALONEY AcT oF 1985

Frustrated by the failure to reduce the
breathtaking Federal deficit, Congress and
the President are ready to fasten onto a fan-
tasy. Dreamed up by Senators Rudman of
New Hampshire and Gramm of Texas, both
Republicans, it promises to balance the
budget by 1991. The idea is appealing but
this approach is perilously unbalanced.

Congress's frustration is easy to under-
stand. This year, again, it has struggled to
cut one program after another only to wind
up with yet another huge deficit. The plan
responds handsomely to the prevailing
mood of desperation.

Here is how it's supposed to work: The
deficit for fiscal 1986 is assumed to be $180
billion. Deficits in following years would be
reduced to zero in equal yearly steps. If the
President and Congress failed to agree on
how to achieve the goals, the bill would re-
quire across-the-board spending cuts—with
important exceptions.

The first flaw is the starting point. The
official estimate for this year's deficit is low,
maybe $20 billion too low. Second, aiming at
zero is arbitrary, perhaps dangerously so.
Big cuts in the deficit are essential. But per-
fect balance isn’t necessary by a given date.
Forcing its achievement could, depending on
economic conditions, start a recession or
stifle a healthy recovery.

Third, the approach is unbalanced and
unfair. The trigger mechanism would affect
only spending, and not all of that. It would
not cut interest on the debt or Social Securi-
ty and would leave vague leeway for in-
creases in other "uncontrollable” costs. No
tax increases are involved and no controls
would apply to rising “tax expenditures'—
revenues lost to deductions and exemptions
that add to deficits just as spending does.

The final flaw concerns credibility. Con-
gress may solemnly demonstrate its firm re-
solve with legislation—but everyone knows
Congress can act even faster in the opposite
direction. The 95th Congress passed a law
requiring a balanced budget by 1981. The
96th repealed it.
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Senators Rudman and Gramm, now
joined by Senator Hollings, give their
scheme the title “Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985."
Beware. The only way to balance the budget
and control the deficit is to cut spending eq-
uitably, which neither the President nor
Congress seems able to do; or raise taxes,
which the President refuses to do; or both.
No wonder everyone's rushing to embrace
this choice bit of balanced baloney.

[From the Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities, Washington, DC, Robert Green-
stein, Director]

REVISED ANALYSIS OF GRAMM-RUDMAN

This is an updated and revised analysis,
prepared at 3 p.m., October 4. It supersedes
the Center's earlier analyses on this matter.
Among the revisions covered here are:

The finding that 38 percent of the defense
function (not 30 percent) would be exempt-
ed. OMB estimates show that 38 percent of
the defense function is now classified as
“relatively uncontrollable.”

A brief discussion of why Gramm-Rudman
could give the President more leverage to
resist deficit reduction packages that in-
clude tax increases.

A new section on new powers ceded to the
President under Gramm-Rudman, including
the power to decide unilaterally whether to
institute automatic spending reductions im-
mediately in a recession (or to postpone
such reductions for 30 days to allow time for
an alternative plan to be prepared) and the
power to decide unilaterally whether to in-
stitute automatic spending reductions if the
projected deficit exceeds the deficit target
for the year by up to (but not more than 5
percent).

[From the Center on Budget and Policy

Priorities, Washington, DC]
THE GRAMM-RUDMAN PROPOSAL—(REVISED
OCTOBER 4, 1985)

Senators Phil Gramm (R-Texas) and
Warren Rudman (R-N.H.) plan to offer a
major amendment to the debt ceiling bill
that would require a balanced budget by FY
1991 and would trigger automatic spending
reductions each year if projected deficits for
the year exceed specified levels. While
mechanisms to enforce greater deficit reduc-
tion may be useful, Gramm-Rudman would
cause serious problems.

It is highly unbalanced, exempting taxes,
tax expenditures (which disproportionately
benefit upper income individuals and large
corporations and are now growing at a $30-
$40 billion a year clip), Social Security, and
approximately 38 percent of the defense
function of the budget from the automatic
spending reductions.

At the same time, other domestic pro-
grams—including programs for the poor—
would be hit in a highly disproportionate
manner. Because revenues plus so many
other areas of the budget would be exempt
from the automatic spending reductions,
programs for the poor would have to bear a
share of the automatic spending reductions
equal to approximately twice their share of
the overall budget.

Social Security cost-of-living adjustments
would be protected for middle and upper
income beneficiaries but would effectively
be canceled out for the elderly and disabled
poor.

It could become more difficult than ever
to persuade the White House to accept reve-
nue increases as part of a larger plan to
reduce the deficit. The President would be
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able to veto any budget reconciliation bill
containing revenue increases, knowing that
such action would not affect the deficit be-
cause the automatic spending reductions
would take effect, instead. Moreover, Con-
gress would be forced—if it wished to avoid
the automatic spending reductions—to
present the President a reconciliation bill
he would agree to sign, which could mean a
bill with no revenue increases. Gramm-
Rudman may thus shift some leverage to
the White House.

Gramm-Rudman is poor economics, re-
quiring large deficit reductions even if the
economy is stagnant or growing so slowly
that unemployment is rising—an action that
could force us into a full-scale recession in
such circumstances, Moreover, even during
a recession, the President would be free to
trigger large-scale automatic spending re-
duction by executive fiat.

It transfers major new powers from the
legislative branch to the executive branch.

It is easily subject to manipulation in a
number of ways by OMB.

I. LACK OF BALANCE
A, Taxes

Despite analysis by persons and organiza-
tions ranging from CBO to Martin Feldstein
showing that the large tax cuts of recent
years have been one of the principal reasons
that deficits have tripled since 1980, reve-
nues would be entirely exempt from the
automatic spending reductions under
Gramm-Rudman. Particularly egregious is
the exclusion and protection of tax expendi-
tures.

According to official Treasury-Joint Tax
Committee estimates published earlier this
year by the Senate Budget Committee, tax
expenditures will increase $192 billion be-
tween fiscal year 1984 and fiscal year 1989.
Under Gramm-Rudman, tax expenditures
and tax shelters for the wealthy would be
allowed to boom at a pace far outstripping
the inflation rate, while basic benefit and
services programs for the poorest Americans
would be subject to steep reductions if auto-
matic spending reductions are triggered.

TREASURY/JOINT TAX COMMITTEE ESTIMATES OF TAX
EXPENDITURES

[In bilkons of doflars]

While tax expenditures would be exempt,
there is one form of tax benefit that could
be affected by automatic spending reduc-
tions—the earned income tax credit for the
working poor (EITC). The EITC could be af-
fected because part of the EITC is scored as
a budget outlay. The result is that taxes
could be raised—but only for the poor.

B. Social Security

Social Security would also be exempt from
the automatic spending reductions. This
puts far greater pressure on remaining do-
mestic programs.

Moreover, even the treatment of Social
Security beneficiaries is inequitable—and
depends on their income. Under Gramm-
Rudman, while middle and upper income
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beneficiaries would get the full Social Secu-
rity COLA, poor beneficiaries would lose
their Social Security COLA if automatic
spending reductions are triggered.

This is because many poor beneficiaries
receive Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
as well as Social Security. There is a federal
8SI benefit standard (which is below the
poverty line) and SSI recipients receive an
SSI payment equal to the difference be-
tween their Social Security benefit and the
S8I benefit standard. If automatic spending
reductions of any magnitude are triggered,
the SSI benefit standard (which is now in-
dexed each year) would be frozen. As a
result, there would be a dollar-for-dollar re-
duction in SSI benefits equal to the exact
amount of the Social Security COLA in-
crease. The result is that the Social Security
COLA would be canceled out for all SSI
beneficiaries—leaving the COLA in place for
more affluent elderly persons while taking
it away from the poor.

C. Defense

Some Members of Congress have been at-
tracted to the plan by the fact that the
automatic spending reductions would hit de-
fense spending. While this is true, defense
spending would still be partially protected
and would not be subject to the same degree
of reduction as most domestic programs.

Under Gramm-Rudman, only the part of
the defense function of the budget that
OMB classifies as “relatively controllable”
would be affected if automatic spending re-
ductions are triggered. OMB classifies 38
percent of the defense function as uncon-
trollable '—and this part of the defense
budget would be protected. Essentially, de-
fense contracts for most weapons—which
make up a large share of the “uncontrolla-
ble” part of the defense budget—would be
exempt.

In addition, the automatic spending reduc-
tions for any fiscal year would be computed
as reductions from the spending levels for
that year that Congress has approved. If
Congress follows the budget resolution
passed in August, defense would get 3 per-
cent real growth (or 7 percent-8 percent
nominal growth) in future years, while
many domestic discretionary programs
would be frozen or get an adjustment that
was less than the inflation rate. This means
that the base for defense, from which the
automatic reductions would be made, would
likely include a healthy increase, while the
base for most domestic discretionary pro-
grams would have little or no increase,

Suppose, for example, an across-the-board
spending reduction of 12 percent were trig-
gered. Since abcut 38 percent of the defense
budget would not be affected, the actual re-
duction would equal only about 7 percent of
total defense spending. If defense started
from & base of 3 percent real growth, this
would simply reduce defense to about a
freeze level, a reduction the Pentagon could
easily absorb for a year or so because of the
tremendous backlog of unobligated, unex-
pended defense budget authority from prior
years now sitting in the Pentagon's ac-
counts. At the same time, many domestic

"Table 18 on page 9-44 of the “Budget of the

United States Government, Fiscal Year 1886"
shows that only 64% of defense outlays in FY 1985
and 62% of outlays for FY 1986 are in the “relative-
ly controllable” category. Military pensions are not
included in these ¢ ations by OMB, because
military pensions are included with other Federal
P | in the | security function of the
budget—and are not part of the defense function.
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discretionary programs—including basic pro-
grams for the poor—would be cut 12 percent
below a freeze level.

Low Income Programs

There would be no protection or exemp-
tion for low income programs. And because
at least half the budget would be exempted
(Social Security, approximately 38 percent
of defense, interest on the debt, and certain
other forms of unindexed, uncontrollable
spending, such as farm price supports and
other prior year contract obligations), low
income programs would have to bear a
share of the automatic spending reductions
equal to approximately twice their share of
the overall budget. Thus, while tax expendi-
tures for the wealthy and large corporations
would have immunity, poor families would
be hit doubly hard. These reductions would
be on top of the disproportionate reductions
in low income programs made in the first
Reagan term.

Two low income programs that would be
hit especially hard are food stamps and low
income housing. Because OMB classifies
food stamps as a relatively controllable pro-
gram (rather than a pure entitlement), food
stamp benefits could be reduced far below
prior year levels. Automatic cuts in food
stamps could go well beyond cancellation of
the COLA.

Low income housing could be affected still
more severely. If automatic spending reduc-
tions are triggered, the reductions in budget
authority must be sufficiently large to
reduce outlays in each account by the same
percentage. In low income housing, most
new budget authority for any given year re-
sults in outlays in subsequent years. In
order to reduce outlays by any significant
percentage, nearly all budget authority for
low income housing would have to be wiped
out. Thus, if there are automatic spending
reductions of any magnitude, appropriations
for low income housing would practically
have to be “‘zeroed out.”

Conclusion.—By exempting revenues and
about half of all outlays, Gramm-Rudman
establishes severely inequitable budget cuts
if automatic spending reductions are trig-
gered—cuts that largely protect the gener-
ous tax expenditure benefits of the affluent
while cutting deeply into programs for the
poor and discretionary spending.

I1. BAD ECONOMICS

Gramm-Rudman is poorly designed from
an economics standpoint.

First, it requires deep deficit reductions as
long as real GNP growth is zero or greater.
To make deep deficit reductions if economic
growth is, for example, in the 0-1 percent
range—which would generally mean that
growth was too slow to keep unemployment
from rising—would run a strong risk of
sending the economy into a full-scale reces-
sion.

Second, Gramm-Rudman could force deep
cuts even if the economy is already in a re-
cession. While some appear to believe that
the deficit targets and the automatic spend-
ing reductions under Gramm-Rudman
would not be put into place if there were a
recession, this is not accurate.

Gramm-Rudman does still require auto-
matic spending reductions during a reces-
sion—it simply allows the President, at his
discretion, to postpone the implementation
of these reductions for 30 days. If the Presi-
dent decides to go ahead with the spending
reductions, or if the President provides for a
30-day postponement but the Congress and
the President do not agree on, and enact, an
alternative budget package during this 30-
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day period, then the automatic spending re-
ductions still take effect. Moreover, during
the 30-day period, normal Congressional
committee procedures are altered or sus-
pended to give heavy preference to what-
ever alternative budget package is submit-
ted by the White House.

Finally, there is serious question as to
whether a fully balanced budget is neces-
sary (or even desirable). Many economists
favor reducing the deficit substantially to 1
percent or 2 percent of GNP, but not neces-
sarily to zero. There is some question as to
whether a balanced budget would provide
sufficient fiscal stimulus.

I11. POTENTIAL FOR MANIPULATION BY OMB

While Gramm and Rudman may claim
that their plan gives little discretion to
OMB and the White House, close examina-
tion of the plan shows this is not really the
case.

The determination of whether automatic
spending reductions are required, and if so,
how large they must be, is to be based on an
average of CBO and OMB forecasts. In
recent years, OMB has frequently tailored
its economic and deficit forecasts to suit the
Administration’s political interests (recall
the OMB forecasts of summer 1984 showing
that we would grow our way out of the defi-
cit). Under the Gramm-Rudman system, it
would be easy for OMB to “game the
system" by producing forecasts that, when
averaged with CBO'’s, produced the result
OMB desired.

In addition, the so-called across-the-board
spending reductions might not hit all affect-
ed programs equally. It is unclear, under the
statutory language of Gramm-Rudman,
whether each account, each line in an ac-
count, or each program would be reduced
the same percentage. Depending on the in-
terpretation given to this language, OMB
might have the discretion to allocate the re-
ductions within accounts—which might
allow OMB to make substantially deeper
cuts in some programs the Administration
doesn’t like and has unsuccessfully tried to
get Congress to cut heavily for years.

IV. MAJOR NEW AREAS OR AUTHORITY ACCORDED
TO THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

There are a number of areas where major
new powers would be ceded to the Executive
Branch. A few examples are:

If the economy is in a recession and the
deficit targets for the year will not be met,
it would be left up to the President to
decide whether to trigger the automatic
spending reductions immediately or to post-
pone the reductions for 30 days and submit
a plan to Congress calling for an alternative
plan of action.

If the projected deficit for a given year
will exceed the deficit target for that year
by up to 5 percent (up to 7 percent for fiscal
year 1986), it is left entirely up to the Presi-
dent whether to institute the automatic
spending reductions.

V. GRAMM-RUDMAN AND THE 1986 ELECTIONS

The latest revisions to Gramm-Rudman
have a curious effect—they effectively post-
pone the implementation of major deficit
reductions until after the 1986 elections.
Whereas the original version of Gramm-
Rudman required reductions for fiscal year
1986 if the projected deficit exceeded $180.5
billion ($171.9 billion plus a margin of 5 per-
cent), the final version requires deficit re-
ductions in fiscal year 1986 only if the defi-
cit exceeds $192.6 billion ($180 billion plus a
7 percent margin that would be applicable
only for fiscal year 1986). This change, re-
portedly requested by the White House, vir-
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tually ensures no action under Gramm-
Rudman until fiscal year 1987. Any auto-
matic spending reduction for fiscal year
1987 under Gramm-Rudman would not be
announced until mid-October and could not
actually be implemented or felt at state or
local levels until after the elections.

V1. QUESTIONS

There are numerous areas of critical im-
portance where Gramm-Rudman is fuzzy
and unclear. A few examples here are:

The automatic spending reductions are
supposed to be triggered in October 1 of
each year. What happens if appropriations
and mandatory spending bills are not en-
acted by that date? How is the deficit then
forecast and what is used as the base for fig-
uring automatic spending reductions?

What happens to entitlement programs
that do not have federal COLA’s, such as
AFDC and Medicaid? Are they subject to
automatic spending reductions? If so, how
are such raductions made?

THE GRAMM-MACK PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, we
are going to talk this evening about
the opportunity to tackle deficit
spending, the possibility of passing the
Gramm-Mack proposal which is now
in the other body and which we hope
will be here soon, and which offers us
a real chance to have one decisive vote
on whether or not to control Federal
spending.

It is fascinating, the country is
watching the city of Washington wres-
tle with deficits and an approaching $2
trillion debt limit. Yet, this week, we
have a real opportunity to do some-
thing about Federal spending and the
rising deficit tide that the Federal
Government is building up as it bor-
rows more and more money.

It occurred to me that there must be
a great deal of frustration in the
Nation at large as they watch the Fed-
eral Government unable to balance its
books, to control its spending, to bring
under control its appetite for our tax
dollars and for borrowing more and
more funds.

The voters who in 1968, 1972, 1976,
1980, and 1984 voted for the more con-
servative candidate for President must
truly be frustrated and bewildered.
Remember that in 1968 it was Nixon
and Wallace between them who had
an overwhelming majority both argu-
ing for fiscal conservatism. In 1972,
Nixon carried virtually every State
against McGovern arguing for fiscal
conservatism.

In 1976, both candidates for Presi-
dent were fiscal conservatives. Jimmy
Carter was a southerner who was
going to balance the budget. Gerald
Ford had a career in Washington as a
conservative Republican Congressman
committed to balancing the budget.
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In 1980 Ronald Reagan ran as a man
who would balance the budget, and in
1984 the argument was not over
whether or not we should balance the
budget, but between Walter Mondale's
determination to balance it with tax
increases versus Ronald Reagan's de-
termination to balance it with spend-
ing cuts.

So voters who have been involved in
politics now for some 17 years have
seen virtually every Presidential candi-
date speak out in favor of a balanced
budget. Voters who read “Conscience
of a Conservative” and admired Gold-
water's 1964 campaign must be frus-
trated after 21 years of support for the
conservative movement. Voters who
admired Ronald Reagan’s 1964 speech
on behalf of Goldwater and who ad-
mired Reagan's campaigns for Gover-
nor of California and his three cam-
paigns now for the Presidency must
also be frustrated. Yet despite a grow-
ing conservative tide in America, de-
spite the fact that in recent polls 62
percent of the American people said
they would rather cut spending than
raise taxes, despite the fact that Presi-
dent after President has talked about
the need for a balanced budget, the
fact is that we have huge deficits, that
the debt limit is about to approach $2
trillion, and that we need to take
active steps, and I would suggest, Mr.
Speaker, that it is this House which is
morally responsible.

When President Reagan spoke today
and said he was against the 50-year
tide of the liberal welfare state which
had built up this momentum, he was
serious. He has been systematically
the most conservative politician at the
national level in our lifetime. He has
also been the toughest on domestic
spending.

But we have had some recent votes
in this House of Representatives
which may give the average American
an opportunity to examine the two
parties and decide why it is so hard to
cut spending. Just today, for example,
I offered an amendment which would
increase the speed with which we
would move from a welfare state pro-
gram of food stamps, without effort,
to an opportunity society program
that required workfare—a very simple
idea. It says that if you are going to
get money from the Federal Govern-
ment and you are able bodied and
under the age of retirement, you
ought to have to work for the money.
It is an idea that virtually every Amer-
ican supports. The polling data on
who supports workfare is massive, and
yet today we saw a clear split between
the two parties. Republicans voted for
workfare by 5 to 1; Democrats voted
against workfare by 7 to 1. One was
the party of workfare, the Republi-
cans; the other was the party of wel-
fare, the Democrats—a clear choice.
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Ah, but, you might say, this, after
all, was a vote in which there was pres-
sure from back home. Well, in the first
place, most of the pressure from back
home was from working Americans
who are tired of their tax dollars going
to pay for people who are able-bodied
adults who are not working, and in the
second place, the pressures were de-
spite public opinion. It was a liberal
Democratic effort to avoid the public
concern, and I think if average citizens
will check to see how their Congress-
man or Congresswoman voted, they
will be surprised at the number of
people who talk good rhetoric at
Rotary Club meetings but voted
against a workfare program today.

But in order to have a real sense of
how deep the commitment to spending
is in this House, it is useful to look at
one day recently when the House
voted on its own budget. I choose this
particular set of votes because, frank-
ly, there is no great public pressure for
the House to spend more money.
There is no interest group knocking
down our doors begging us to spend
more in the House. There are no
letter-writing campaigns back home
asking us to spend more in the Con-
gress. Yet on one particular day, when
we had four specific amendments to
slow down the spending by the Con-
gress, when we had four specific ef-
forts to stop the Congress from spend-
ing more and more money, on each oc-
casion a majority of the Democrats
voted to spend more money.

Let me walk through the list for a
moment. First, there was a vote to
freeze congressional spending at last
year’s level. Second, there was a vote
to limit the number of mass mailings
to our constituents from six a year
down to four a year. Third—and I
want this to be very carefully stated so
everyone can understand it—there was
an amendment to hire additional auto-
matic elevator operators, and I will
come back to that. Finally, there was
an amendment to stop the Congress
from paying to put Playboy into
braille at a cost of something like
$1,200 an issue.

Let me walk back through these be-
cause in each case a majority of the
Democratic caucus voted to spend
more money. First of all, it was sug-
gested by the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoBey] that it would be
useful for the Congress to freeze its
own spending, that in fact we should
set an example for the rest of the
Nation and not spend more. That lost.
Apparently even the Congress, as
large as we now are, with as much
staff as we have, and with as much
money as we have to spend, had to
find more money.

Second, there was a motion to say
that four mailings a year, one every 3
months, is enough. Many citizens re-
ceived constituent mailings from their
Congressmen. I think they are a
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useful and legitimate way to inform
the citizens, but we thought that four
a year was enough. Although it costs
$10 million to send those two extra
mailings a year, we were defeated. We
could not even shrink the number of
mailings from six to four.

Third, there was a proposal in the
appropriation bill to hire more people
to run automatic elevators. Let me
make this clear. These are not compli-
cated elevators. These are elevators
that most citizens run on their own.
They have little buttons that have
numbers, and the numbers correspond
to the floors of the building. You walk
in, and you push ‘4" if you want to get
off at the fourth floor. It is not a com-
plicated system.

Let me be very candid. There is a le-
gitimate reason for some elevators to
have a manual operator to override
the system when we are having votes
so Members can get here to the floor. I
would not vote to abolish all of the el-
evator operators because there are
some places where we need them, spe-
cifically when we have votes.

These were extra ones. These were a
few more patronage jobs, a few more
opportunities to help politicians’
friends. And as I said, they are auto-
matic elevator operators—almost a
contradication in terms, like “jumbo
shrimp.” Again we lost the vote. More
automatic elevator operators were to
be hired, and a majority of the Demo-
cratic Caucus voted for it.

Finally, a citizen in Ohio wrote Con-
gressman CHALMERS WYLIE and said in
his letter:

I am a blind person, and I am very grate-
ful that the U.8. Government prints many
things in braille, but I want to bring to your
attention the fact that the Government is
printing Playboy in braille.

He said:

First of all, they don’t put the pictures in
braille, they don't put the cartoons in
braille, and, frankly, the articles aren’t that
interesting. If it really costs you $1,200 a
copy to make Playboy in braille, 1 would
suggest you find a different program. There
are other things I would rather see.

Congressman WryLIE decided that
this was a legitimate request, that
after all if in fact all you are going to
get is Playboy’s articles without the
pictures and the cartoons, why was
the U.S. Government paying $1,200 a
copy to turn Playboy into braille? So
he offered to cut out the particular ex-
penditure, and again a majority of the
Democratic caucus voted to spend the
money.

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that if
you walked in and you did not want to
freeze spending—maybe you had a
good reason, even though we have a
big deficit, even though we in Con-
gress should in fact set an example—if
you walked in and you did not want to
cut the mailings from six to four and
vou really believed in the mailings
even though it costs $10 million, if you
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wanted to spend the $10 million be-
cause you really believed in them, I
might understand that particular vote.

There are at least four or five people
who will probably get a patronage ap-
pointment to the elevator operators’
jobs, so I understand why a few Mem-
bers voted to hire additional automatic
elevator operators.

There may be some Members who
are very liberal who believe as a
matter of automatic bias that, by
George, the Federal Government just
ought to put Playboy in braille be-
cause we owe it to the people to print
Playboy if we are going to print any-
thing else. I can understand that bias.

But for a Member of this Congress,
in the middle of this deficit, to walk in
and vote every single time for more
spending certainly qualifies him, it
would seem to me, for the title of
“spendaholic.” It is almost as though
there was an automatic sense of—does
this spend more cash? Let me spend it.

When people want to know why
Ronald Reagan is having a hard time
bringing the budget under control,
when they want to know why every
Presidential candidate who has won,
starting in 1968, has talked about the
need for a balanced budget, though we
still have not gotten there, the first
place they should look is the U.S.
House of Representatives, and they
should look at the fact that the Demo-
cratic caucus has a majority who voted
on every single occasion that day to
spend more money on the Congress
itself, no matter what the amendment
was.

Now, I cite this because I want to
make it very clear for people like
myself. I was 11 years old when the
Democrats took control of Congress,
and I am now 42. They have had every
year since I was 11 control of the cal-
endar, of the committees, of the staff-
ing system, of what bills come up, and
of what hearings are to be held, and
the result is that we have now had 31
years of the same people in charge of
the Congress. And if a majority of
their caucus is in fact made up of
spendaholics, of people determined to
spend money, then I think that says a
great deal about why we are having a
difficult time getting the Gramm-
Mack proposal up for a vote.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am delighted to
yield to my friend, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.
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Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I think it
needs then to be further pointed out
that the problem with deficits, as the
gentleman pointed out at the begin-
ning of his remarks, the American
people are sick of and they want some-
thing done about, that the problem
with deficits is a spending problem. It
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is not, as many of the spenders in this
body would like us to believe, a con-
glomerate of problems, too little taxes,
too much defense and all this. It is a
spending problem, pure and simple,
because what we know at the present
time is that in the last 5 to 6 years we
have seen the Federal spending as a
percentage of the gross national prod-
uct go from 20 percent up to 25 per-
cent.

Now, those who say we need addi-
tional taxes coming into the Govern-
ment in order to do something about
deficits ignore the fact that revenues
to the Federal Government as a per-
centage of the GNP have remained
constant. We are still getting 19 per-
cent of the GNP into the Federal Gov-
ernment as revenue; therefore, it is
spending expansion from 20 percent
up to 25 percent that has indeed
caused the massive deficit problem
that we now face.

So in pointing out the fact that we
have got a group in the House of Rep-
resentatives who are spending orient-
ed, I think the gentleman then helps
us to understand why this is a serious
problem when we get to the deficit, be-
cause those are the people who are
causing that spending increase to go
from 20 to 25 precent of the GNP.

As a result of that, we find ourselves
with $200 billion deficits and the
Gramm-Mack proposal, as the gentle-
man has pointed out, is the first real
attempt that we have had around here
in a number of years, the first attempt
at discipline, the first attempt with
teeth to control that deficit problem
and say that we are not going to con-
tinue to expand it, that we are going
to begin a process of contraction, that
we are going to start with the deficit
level that we have determined for this
year and we are going to steadily
ratchet downward deficits until we get
to zero in 1991.

And already, what do we hear from
the Democrats and the liberals in this
body? They came to the floor today,
came to the well during the 1-minute
speeches today, just screaming bloody
murder that they had not had enough
time to consider this, that this was not
the proper vehicle, that there are just
all kinds of excuses why they do not
want to take up this proposal.

The fact is that they have not been
willing to take up any proposal that
imposes discipline on the budget proc-
ess and thereby they have gotten
themselves into the position where
they can constantly spend more and
more money.

So when the American people focus
on deficits and say they are disgusted,
when the American people say that
they want balanced budgets, that is ig-
nored here, because the tendency here
is to only spend. It is a spending ma-
chine out of control that this particu-
lar resolution seeks to bring some dis-
cipline to.
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I think I would join with the gentle-
man in saying that it is our hope that
the American people at least are al-
lowed to see a vote on that issue in
this body.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, if I can build
on the gentleman's own point, the fact
is that if you were to have kept actual
spending by the Federal Government
at the same level as that in 1980, we
would today have a balanced budget.

The fact is that the constant in-
creases in spending are a major factor
why we do not have a balanced
budget.

When people say, “Well, we have to
keep increasing spending,” the point I
would make is that we are now at close
to $1 trillion a year in spending. Now,
$1 trillion is real money.

This Congress should be able by
being careful and by pinching an occa-
sional penny or even by pinching an
occasional dollar to save money; but as
the example I was using and I chose
deliberately, you have a Congress
which cannot quit printing Playboy in
braille, it cannot quit hiring automatic
elevator operators, it cannot keep
down the number of mailings it sends
from six to four, it cannot freeze its
own spending, it should not surpise us
that that same House, with a Demo-
cratic majority which is committed to
those kinds of programs is incapable
of controlling spending.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WALKER. Just to build on the
point as well, we have heard much
weeping and wailing on this floor that
took place today during consideration
of the farm bill about the fact that we
have had so many programmatic cuts.

Well, the fact is that Federal spend-
ing is going up every year at a rate of
about three to four times the inflation
rate, so that we are not just spending
to compensate for inflation now. We
are spending way over the inflation
rate.

As a matter of fact, many American
people would be surprised to learn if
they have listened to the liberals too
long that the amount of revenue
coming into the Federal Government
is increasing dramatically. It is in-
creasing by about 10 to 11 percent a
Year.

In other words, when we collected
$700 billion of revenue the previous
year, it means that we are getting $770
billion of revenue the next year, a
fairly substantial sum, a hefty in-
crease of the amount of revenue
coming in as a result of economic
growth.

But what are we doing? We are
spending away all that revenue, plus
some, because the spending of the
Federal Government has been going
up at a rate of 11 to 12 percent a year;
so despite the fact that we are bring-
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ing in additional revenues, we keep
spending it away. The appropriation
process, the authorization process, the
budget process around here is oriented
toward spending the money away, not
only all the new revenues that are
being accumulated, but revenues that
we have not got as well.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, if I could
build on that for a second, to turn it
into maybe more human terms, we are
in the position of a young person who
gets a job and gets a credit card. We
have learned now that although we
are getting a 10 percent a year pay in-
crease, we are getting a 14 percent a
year or 13 percent a year spending in-
crease; so every year no matter how
much our pay goes up, our debt goes
up higher.

I think that as a country there is an
intuitive sense in the Nation at large, a
real feeling that we are at the end of
that road, that we are now at a point
where we have to bring spending
under control. We have to in fact start
taking steps which will allow us to get
the deficit under control and to get us
into a situation where we can get to a
balanced budget.

But let me say to the gentleman two
things. First, I think the deficit, as the
gentleman pointed out earlier, is not
the problem. The deficit is the symp-
tom. Deficits bear the same relation to
spending that hangovers bear to get-
ting drunk. It is in fact the drinking
that causes the hangover. It is the
spending that causes the deficit and in
a sense our friends on the left who are
spendaholics would like us to look at
the deficits just like a bartender might
like the local drunk to look at the
hangover. “Don’t connect it to what
you did the night before at the bar.”
They do not want to connect the defi-
cits to the spending. They would like
to be able to continue spending.

Now, for about 40 years the domi-
nant wing of the Democratic Party fol-
lowed a policy of tax and spend, tax
and spend. One of the things which
has happened with the rise of a work-
ing middle class that is much tougher
on taxes than we used to be is that it
is harder to raise taxes. Walter Mon-
dale discovered that last year when he
only carried one State after proposing
that he would raise taxes.

I think what has happened then is
the liberals have not learned, oh,
people do not want to pay for it, let us
not spend for it. What they have
learned is a new habit of borrow and
spend, borrow and spend; so they have
replaced tax and spend with borrow
and spend, which simply is a way of
putting all these large deficits as mort-
gages on to our children and our
grandchildren. They are going to have
to pay the interest. They are going to
have to pay the debt. They are going
to have to bear the burden, which
means they are going to have to work
longer hours to pay more tax money
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without getting any services for them,
because they are just paying taxes in
order to get the debt paid down.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. GINGRICH. Certainly.

Mr. WALKER. There is one figure
that I found fascinating that I worked
out the other day and that is that for
every American family of four in this
country, the debt that we have now ac-
cumulated doing the things the gentle-
man referred to, amounts to $37,000
for every family. Now, if you take the
present rate of interest, what we are
paying for T-bills, that comes to about
$2,700 to $2,800 per family that we are
paying each year in interest payments
on that $37,000 worth of debt that we
have accumulated in that family's
name. That average family, the aver-
age wage-paying family in this coun-
try, pays only—I say only, but it is a
substantial amount for that family—
they pay $2,750 in income taxes each
year to the Federal Government.

In other words, for the average
family out there, every dime that they
spend in their tax money at the
present time in income tax dollars is
being eaten up in interest payments
on their portion of the debt which we
assigned to them as a result of all the
spending we have done.

There is no hope of them getting
ahead and when you consider that we
are going to pile up additional debt
and pile that on future generations,
they will be in a position where all
their taxes will not only go to pay the
debt, but they will have to find other
sources of revenue to pay the debt and
that makes no sense. That is just to-
tally nuts. it makes no sense economi-
cally. It makes no sense morally. It
makes no sense socially. There is no
acceptable reason, which is the reason
my guess is that the gentleman would
find in his district, like I find in mine,
there is nobody in this country that is
in favor of continuing to accumulate
these kind of deficits.

I find none of my constituents, I
mean, we may have differing versions
as to what we should do, but none of
my constituents are prodeficit at the
present time, nor are they going to be
in the future, in my opinion.

Mr. GINGRICH. It would seem to
me that there is a clear Establishment
power structure in this building which
favors the deficits, that in fact what
we have is a situation in which there
are many people, particularly liberal
Democrats, who love the idea of talk-
ing about Reagan's deficits. Now, the
fact is that the President can never
spend any money by himself. Under
the U.S. Constitution, the House and
the Senate have to approve every
spending dollar and the House and the
Senate have to agree to every taxing
dollar.
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So by definition, there can be no
Reagan deficits. There could be a
Reagan-House-Senate deficit, but
there could not be a Reagan deficit.

But it is even more frustrating,
frankly, to watch President Reagan,
who is trying very seriously to bring
all of this under control, who has
worked now from 1964 when he first
spoke for BARRY GOLDWATER, all the
way up to the present, for 21 years,
whose campaign for President, who
has been Governor of California, who
has now been President for 5 years, to
watch President Reagan trying to
gradually bring spending under con-
trol and to see the very people who do
the most to stop him then ridicule the
deficits they voted for as though they
were Reagan's deficits.

I think what we now have with the
Gramm-Mack proposal is sort of put
up or shut up time. Now we have in
the Gramm-Mack proposal a very spe-
cific, very clear program which, when
signed into law, would require the
President and the Congress to bring
the deficit down for 5 straight years
by contolling spending, so that at the
end of those 5 years we would have a
balanced budget.

That proposal is the most decisive
and the most courageous and the most
dramatic effort to control spending
and bring the budget into balance
what we have seen, I think, in the last
30 years. That proposal is tied directly
to the debt limit, to the fact that we
are about to approve a $2 trillion—not
billion; billion was a big number when
I was young; now we are into tril-
lions—a $2 trillion national debt. What
Mr. GraMmuM in the other body and Mr.
Mack in this body have said is, if con-
servatives are going to vote for a $2
trillion debt limit, then let us vote to
cut off the credit card, let us vote to
bring spending under control.

It is a little bit like going to your
banker and being told, “You are over-
extended, and if I am going to renew
your loan then we are going to have to
put you on a budget and we are going
to have to get you to pay back more
than you borrowed.”

So what is happening is that the
Gramm-Mack proposal is very real.
This is not a resolution. This could
become a law, and if this were to pass
the House and the Senate, there will
be an automatic process by which the
President and the Congress would be
required under law to bring spending
down every single year for 5 years,
until we got the budget into balance.
It is a very tough measure. It is a
measure that will work, and it brings
real discipline to the body.

The result is, as the gentleman from
Pennsylvania is pointing out, that on
the Democratic side of the aisle we
promptly today saw liberal after liber-
al get up who have been laughing at
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Reagan's deficits, who had enjoyed
poking fun at President Reagan, sud-
denly faced with a real proposal that
would really control spending, they
suddenly found all sorts of excuses.

The great challenge to the American
public is going to be, can we even get
the House of Representatives to bring
this proposal up for a straight vote?
Can we even get the liberal Democrat-
ic leadership to agree to put this bill
on the floor so that everybody in
America can look at this body say,
“Well, when you really got down to it,
did you have the guts to vote to con-
trol spending or did you vote for the
special interests groups to continue
the liberal welfare state and to contin-
ue to go into debt?"

I think the challenge you and I are
going to face is going to be how we
convince the public to write, to call, to
visit with their Congressman to bring
so much pressure to bear that the lib-
eral Democratic Congressmen go to
their leadership and say, “There has
to be a fair, straightforward, straight
up-or-down vote,” because my fear,
now having been here for 7 years and
having watched this place, is that the
liberal Democrats know that they will
lose if the American pecple get a
chance to see this vote.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yield, we have a rather long history of
precisely that kind of subterfuge and
sleazy political and parliamentary tac-
tics taking place throughout the
period when we have had balanced
budgets considered.

For example, we have wanted for
some time to vote on the balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion, which is another way of imposing

some discipline on the spending
system. What has happened to that?
Well, every year it has been intro-
duced. Every year literally hundreds
of Members have sponsored it. It has
been more than a hundred Members
on balanced budget amendments every
year. In fact, in most instances it has
been more than 200 Members who
have sponsored some kind of a bal-
anced budget amendment. Yet every
year they end up being buried in the
Committee on the Judiciary, never to
be seen on the House floor, never to be
heard from, so that there can be no
straight up-or-down vote to find out
whether some of these people who
talk about sponsoring the bill would
actually vote for it once it gets out
here. So they have undermined that
process.

A couple of years ago we had a proc-
ess that we went through. It was a
great political exercise just before one
of the presidential years, before the
1980 campaign, when we passed a
measure around here requiring a bal-
anced budget of the Federal Govern-
ment by fiscal year 1981. So some of us
after 1981 decided we ought to impose
that discipline. After all, it was the law
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of the land, and it is still the law of
the land. So on a couple of occasions I
have carried, and some other Members
have carried, amendments to the floor
saying that here we have a bill that is
spending a lot of money and we should
spend none of this money in violation
of that public law of the land that re-
quires a balanced budget.

What happens? Well, the liberals
line up and they just waive the whole
thing. They just say, “Well, forget
that,” and so on. That was back then
when we passed that. We did not know
that anybody would actually impose it
so, therefore, we should not do any-
thing about really enforcing it.

I would say to the gentleman I re-
member one time very fondly when
the measure on the floor was to build
a memorial here in this town, one of
the great priorities of the town, I
thought, particularly in light of $200
billion deficits. I thought, well, at least
maybe instead of building a memorial
and spending the money on that, we
ought to enforce this public law of the
land that requires a balanced budget.
Well, it was not going to happen.
Overwhelmingly, the House voted to
spend the money for the memorial
rather than to enforce the Balanced
Budget Act. So that has gone by the
wayside.

Then we have the Budget Act itself.
We come out here and we hear all of
this great political talk every time the
budget comes up, and we spend
months with the headline writers writ-
ing about what the Budget Committee
is doing and we take great pride
around here in this budget process
where we impose discipline on our-
selves. Sure enough, we passed a
budget out here in August and the
headlines across the country said we
were going to save $55 billion of tax-
payers’ money out of this year's defi-
cits. I do not think anybody believed
it. It got written up as a phony. It was
a phony. People around here knew it
was a phony. Many people voted for it,
like I did, because it was at least one
little element of discipline, but recog-
nizing that this body was not going to
live up to it.

What have we done since we came
back in September after our August
break? We have brought rule after
rule after rule to this House floor that
say what? Waive the Budget Act. The
Budget Act is meaningless. Forget it.
That was last month. We passed that
last month. We got our headlines al-
ready. We have already written our
newsletters. We have already sent out
our press releases telling people that
we imposed that discipline on our-
selves. Now we can forget. It is now
time to spend the money. We have lots
of things to spend money on. The bill
we are considering now on the House
floor right now, the farm bill, was
brought out here under a rule that
waived the Budget Act.
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So we consistently bring ocut bills
that simply say, “Forget the Budget
Act. We do not need that.” So that is
no discipline on ourselves.

The nice thing about the Gramm-
Mack proposal is that it gets to disci-
pline, and it is discipline that the
House cannot waive because if we do,
the funds get automatically impound-
ed, the funds get sequestered. The
President has the obligation at that
point to enforce the law which is
aimed at getting us to a balanced
budget by 1991. The Congress cannot
get around it very well, or at least if
they do, they would have to get
around it with a super-majority.

That being the case, all of sudden
these people get worried because now
it is no longer a case of sending out
the dandy press releases, making all
the great speeches before the Rotary
Club about a balanced budget and that
resolution that you are a sponsor on.
Now you might actually have to live
with it, and now they come screaming.
They are screaming in the other body.
They are screaming here that, “No,
you cannot do this kind of thing. We
cannot have a real law."”

I think that the American people
really do, as the gentleman says, have
to get into this particular fight and
they have to make Congress at least
face up to its responsibilities to vote
on that measure so that by next year,
when the people go to the polls again,
they will know how every Member of
Congress voted on the key deficit issue
of this Congress, whether or not to
impose the kind of discipline on our-
selves that is going to get us to a bal-
anced budget in 5 years.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say that I
think the fascinating thing is that a
number of us support a constitutional
amendment to require a balanced
budget. We know that over 70 percent
of the American people favor a consti-
tutional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget.

On several occasions when I have
been making speeches or talking about
the need for a constitutional amend-
ment to require a balanced budget, I
have had liberal Democrats say to me
half jokingly, “That would take years
to pass. We would have to pass it in
the Congress, then the States would
have to ratify it,” and they say, “I
want to do something now.” Now the
problem they are faced with is that
the Gramm-Mack proposal lets them
do something now. They can really
vote to bring spending under control.
They can really vote to shrink the def-
icit. They can really vote to bring a
balanced budget here by 1991, and
they could help make it a law. The
President has said he would sign it.
This is not a game. The is not politics
as usual.

Ronald Reagan has said, “I will sign
that bill if you bring it up here.” If the




26474

other body will pass it, and I think
there is a good chance they will, then
the question becomes, does the liberal
Democratic leadership of this House
really have the concern for the opin-
ion of the American people that would
lead it to bring to the floor a straight,
clean vote on the Gramm-Mack pro-
posal?
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I do not care how many other pro-
posals they want to bring to the floor
the same day. I do not care if they
have 87 ways to try to balance the
budget. But I think they owe it to the
minority party, they owe it to the
American people, they owe it to Presi-
dent Reagan to at least give us one
straight up or down vote on the
Gramm-Mack proposal as it passes the
other body.

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will
yvield again, the other point we have
always heard the liberals make when-
ever we raise the point of a balanced-
budget amendment is they always said
well, that is nonsense, do not even
take that up because you cannot get
there. If Ronald Reagan was really in
favor of a balanced budget, he would
have submitted a balanced budget.

Once again, this particular bill is
taking away their opportunity to make
that argument, because this is really
saying OK, here is a process by which
we get to balance, at which point we
can impose the constitutional man-
date, and so that element of their ar-
gument, that has been done somewhat
with tongue in cheek in this House on
many occasions, is being taken away
from them, too.

I would say that everyone who votes
against the Gramm-Mack proposal,
should we get that vote, and I agree
with the gentleman, I certainly hope
we do, anyone who votes against that
proposal is really saying I am not for
trying, for even trying to get to a bal-
anced budget, because all of the ex-
cuses are gone on this one. There is no
longer any smoke, there is no cover. If
you do not vote for this proposal, you
are not even for trying to get there,
because the fact is there is nothing in
the House rules, in our Budget Act,
there is nothing we have right now
that is imposing a discipline. This is
the chance, and the American people
need to evaluate it that way.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me carry it a
step further. This is, in fact, a serious
5-year plan for a balanced budget. It
tells you every year how much you
have to cut spending. It tells you every
year how to get a little closer to the
balance.

Now, it is not easy, it is not obvious.
It took a great deal of work by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gramm]
and the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
Mack] to put it together. But it is a
real plan.
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Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GINGRICH. 1 will be glad to
yield to my good friend and colleague
from Georgia.

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to rise to express my support for the
Gramm-Mack amendment. It is my im-
pression that across this country we
are getting messages in this body that
are giving us all kinds of signals and
vibrations that the people of America
are ready for us to practice some fiscal
responsibility.

I recently mailed out 204,000 post-
card questionnaires in my district, the
Third District of Georgia. I have now
received back several thousand that
indicate that 74 percent of the people
that have returned these question-
naires are interested in reducing the
deficit and the national debt.

I would just like to ask the gentle-
man, are you feeling that maybe this
body is not going to be in favor of the
Gramm-Mack amendment? I had not
felt that at this particular time. I cer-
tainly hope that we as a House, as a
body, would support it and pass it.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me say to my
good friend, and I hope I do not get
him in trouble by saying this, that he
represents, I think, the commonsense,
moderate, and conservative wing of his
party, and that I am absolutely confi-
dent that if the liberal wing of your
party will allow the amendment to
come to the floor for a straight vote,
that we will carry it. I am absolutely
convinced that if we get a clean, up or
down vote on the Gramm-Mack pro-
posal, that we are going to carry it.

My fear is, and the gentleman has
seen this happen all too often, that
when you have a Democratic caucus in
which a majority of the participants,
and I know full well that my friend
from Georgia is not one of them, but
the majority of the participants voted
for every single spending increase the
day the House took up congressional
spending, when you know that the
pressures are immense on the liberal
wing of the Democratic Party to avoid
this opportunity to balance the budget
by controlling spending, then I think
you can appreciate why those of us on
the Republican side will be very con-
cerned that the Speaker would be
under so much pressure that he would
have to find a figleaf of procedural dis-
tortion to hide behind to avoid allow-
ing the American people to have a
straight vote.

Mr. RAY. If the gentleman might
yield for 1 or 2 further minutes, I
would like to, in order to put a little
nonpartisan spirit into this very fine
talk the gentleman is giving, along
with the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia, Mr. [WALKER], I would like to ask
the gentleman if he is aware of the
White House budget and staff which is
beginning to kind of amaze me just a
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little bit? We do have a few Republi-
cans spending money, too, you know.

Mr. GINGRICH. I could not agree
more, and I think White House in par-
ticular seem to have a tendency over
time to always add a few more people
year by year.

I would say quite candidly that there
are some Republicans who have as
great an addiction for spending as
many liberal Democrats, and certainly
in other body there have on occasion
been Republicans of particular renown
in that way.

But I would say, as a matter of fair-
ness, that the underlying pressures for
spending in this city are ideological.
That is, I think there has been a liber-
al welfare state in a broad sense in
that there is a tendency for liberals in
particular to find new opportunities
for spending.

I would also concede, as I think the
gentleman from Georgia, who is on
the Armed Services Committee would
agree, clearly there are times and
places where there have been in-
creases in spending that are necessary.

Mr. RAY. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, I thank him for those
remarks, and one final word. I consid-
er myself a fiscal conservative. I work
in a nonpartisan way. I have been ac-
cused of voting too much with the
President, but I would say that the
President has been with me about 66
percent of the time, and I have not
been with the President all of that
time,

But I will say this: Just this week I
attended the retirement services for
General Vessey at Andrews Air Force
Base. 1 was amazed at the extra sup-
port that the President received on a
military installation. The President
came to the ceremony in a helicopter.
The Vice President came in a helicop-
ter. The Secret Service came in a heli-
copter. There were several dozen
chauffeurs and Secret Service people
who came to escort and to drive them
about 200 yards in more than a dozen
chauffeured limousines, and all of this
took place on kind of a heavily armed
military reservation.

So I just want to point out while I
certainly agree that we have got to put
a cap on Federal spending, we have
got to work, I think, as a body more
strongly in a nonpartisan way. I cer-
tainly myself am going to do so, and I
do thank you for giving me a minute
or two to enter into this dialog.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me make clear
I think there is a tendency in this city,
that one of the most frustrating
things for anyone who is a supporter
of Ronald Reagan has to be to watch
the way in which the bureaucracy
gradually overwhelms the political ap-
pointees, You can come into this city
as the most conservative, tightfisted,
fiscally tough person in the world, and
by the time you have been introduced
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to all of the different parts of the per-
manent Civil Service that reports to
you, for example, the Secret Service,
there is a tendency for all police
forces, given an opportunity to have
maximum security, to somehow mag-
nify that until it becomes virtually a
circus. We have the same tendency, as
the gentleman knows, right here in
the Congress where we have not neces-
sarily made the Congress a lot safer
from terrorists, but we have certainly
made it a lot harder for tourists.

I think there is a tendency when you
say to police forces why do you not do
what you think is necessary to then
suddenly find three additional station
wagons full of guys who are traveling
in the caravan, with 26 more motorcy-
cle escorts, and three more helicop-
ters.

Similarly, I have the same feeling in
the armed services area where the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. RaY] is a
true expert in the sense that we still
have the McNamara Pentagon, that
despite the fact that we have had 5
years of the Reagan administration,
we have not yet reformed that large
centralized base of redtape which pre-
sides over our defense. Nor have we
had a serious effort to close bases that
are not necessary, nor have we had the
kind of tough effort I think to go to
multiyear procurement and that kind
of rational spending.

But I would say on a bipartisan basis
that the Congress deserves a great
deal of the blame for the absence of
military reform, that it is the Con-
gress, and its subcommittees and its
staff procedures which likes redtape in
many ways. It is the Congress which
would scream in outrage if the Presi-
dent were to send up here a list of 30
bases to close. It is the Congress which
does not like long-term, multiyear con-
tracting because that takes power
away from the House and Senate and
makes us make real decisions over a 5-
year cycle, and that would weaken the
power of some senior Members of the
House and Senate to go out and have
their impact on the Pentagon.

What I am suggesting, I think, and I
hope the gentleman would agree with
me, is that for 50 years we have seen
the gradual development of the liberal
welfare state. It was a good idea under
Franklin Roosevelt, and many parts of
it are a good idea today. But we have
excesses of it, and that is why I of-
fered the work fair amendment today,
because frankly, while we want to
make sure that everybody gets fed, we
do not necessarily want to make sure
that adults who are able-bodied or
under retirement age do not have to
work to get it.

Mr. RAY. I happen to be prodefense
on the Armed Services Committee and
have worked very hard to see that we
have an affordable defense. I think
the gentleman makes a good defense.
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I do believe that you have some
problems there in that mass of bu-
reaucracy, but I do think that a lot of
those reforms are underway, and I
would not hope, and I hope we do not
react in the wrong way,

But I would say also I think the way
to address many of these wrongs is to
put a cap on the budget, to freeze that
spending at a level where we have to
freeze out some of the unnecessary
programs, much of the waste, and
then it will be this body’'s responsibil-
ity to be sure that the meaningful pro-
grams are not the ones that are
thrown aside and the useless programs
that are kept in there.
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You make a very good point there. I
am an advocate of that very same idea.

Mr. GINGRICH. Let me in closing
pick up on the point made by my
friend from Georgia on which he has
focused. We have in the next few days
a chance in the Congress to pass the
Gramm-Mack proposal to bring spend-
ing under control, to set a 5-year legal
path, not a resolution, not a hoax, not
a wish, but a legal path which would
require us to move step by step each of
the next 5 years to a balanced budget.
I think it is the most serious, the most
optimistic, the most hopeful opportu-
nity we have had to move toward a
balanced budget in the 7 years I have
been here.

I think it is vitally important that
this House be given a straight up-or-
down vote, and I think and hope that
the American people will see in this
struggle over the next 3, 4, 5 days real
opportunity to have a direct impact on
their Congressman or Congresswoman
to make a real difference in reaching
out and saying, “Now is the time to get
spending under control. Now is the
time to move toward a balanced
budget."”

I thank the Speaker.

ARMS CONTROL NEGOTIATIONS
“HOPEFUL”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Ray] is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, during the
recent recess I accompanied the arms
control and disarmament panel on a 4-
day trip to the sites of ongoing arms
control negotiations. Our visit was en-
lightening and informative, and I
would like to report to my colleagues
on my observations on the current
state of our arms control talks.

In Geneva, our panel met with Am-
bassador Max Kampelman, who heads
the U.S. delegation on nuclear and
space arms negotiations; Ambassador
John G. Tower, chief negotiator on
strategic nuclear arms reduction; and
Ambassador Maynard Glitman, chief
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negotiator on intermediate-range nu-
clear forces reduction.

In Vienna, we met with Ambassador
Kenneth Blackwill, the U.S. negotia-
tor for the mutual and balanced force
reduction talks [MBFR].

After meeting with our negotiators
and their staffs, Mr. Speaker, I am
confident that we have capable and
knowledgable people representing the
United States at the negotiating table.

The talks in Geneva began in Janu-
ary 1985, and entered their third
round on September 19. Ambassadors
for both the strategic arms reduction
talks [START] and the intermediate-
range forces talks [INF] expressed
hope that the talks would eventually
lead to progress in making substantial
nuclear arms reductions in both of
these important areas.

But, there are serious differences
still between our position and the So-
viets.

I am convinced that we are pursuing
the correct approach with the Soviets
at this point. Our commitment is to re-
ducing or eliminating the tremendous
stockpiles of offensive weapons, and
moving our countries toward defensive
deterrent forces. We have not been
able to move the Soviets toward a posi-
tion of compromise on this issue in the
past.

However, the new proposals for re-
duction that General Secretary Gor-
bachev has announced that he will put
on the table will be welcomed, I am
sure, by our negotiators. One of their
concerns has been that, too often, the
Soviets publicly speak of reduction
offers or proposals, but never actually
put those proposals on the table in
Geneva so they can be discussed.
There is a possibility that other differ-
ences could be worked out if the Sovi-
ets put these new proposals forward in
Geneva for serious negotiations.

Another point of serious contention
between the United States and the
Soviet Union is the strategic defense
initiative. I firmly believe that this
program is the reason the Soviets have
returned to the negotiating table.

They are concerned that our coun-
try’'s advanced technology will enable
us to create a defensive system which
they have been trying unsuccessfully
to produce. The key point of conten-
tion we now have with the Soviets on
SDI is how far we can go and still be
in a research phase as defined by the
1972 Antiballistic Missile [ABM]
Treaty with the Soviet Union.

The Soviets want to define research
as only designing and drawing up
plans in a laboratory. Research to me
goes a lot farther, because you have to
do some designing and some levels of
testing to advance your research.

But, since most research is done in a
laboratory and is therefore not verifia-
ble, we should look at reaching agree-
ments on those areas that can be veri-
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fied. There's no point in making agree-
ments if verification isn't possible.

Somewhere between drawing plans
and actual production is the line
where research ends and final testing
and production begins. That’s a cen-
tral point that we have to iron out
with the Soviets on this issue.

I think we should continue with re-
search on SDI, although I don't sup-
port extravagant funding levels for
this project.

The MBFR talks in Vienna have
been going on for 12 years, in an at-
tempt to reduce the levels of conven-
tional forces—troops, aircraft, artil-
lery—of the Eastern and Western alli-
ances in central Europe.

There are a number of issues that
continue to separate the two sides,
even after all these years. Primarily
these issues are verification, redeploy-
ment distances, and disagreement over
troop and weapons counts.

First, our country and NATO cannot
agree to any reduction proposal unless
each side can verify that the other is
adhering to the agreement. This
means onsite inspections, something
the Soviets have so far refused to
agree to.

Second, redeployment becomes a

U.S. concern because if we withdraw
our forces from Europe, that means
back to the United States, 3,000 miles
away. The Soviets, however, would
only have to pull theirs back beyond
the Eastern bloc countries—300 miles.
Redeployment for them would be only

a matter of hours, where it would be
days for us.

Third, there is considerable disagree-
ment over the number of troops and
weapons each side has. Specifically, we
disagree over whether the forces in
East Germany, West Germany,
Poland, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxemburg should
be included. All of these differences,
and others are in contention in
Vienna.

Many people wonder, Mr. Speaker,
why we keep negotiating when, after
12 years, we've made very little
progress. The answer is that is it vital
that our two countries maintain a
dialog. Not only is there the chance of
progress, but the talks provide us with
an ongoing forum where both coun-
tries can turn when a serious arms re-
duction proposal is made. If Mr. Gor-
bachev and President Reagan do make
progress toward arms control in their
November meeting, we already have
the machinery in place to continue
hammering out an agreement.

Considering that we are talking
about ways to reduce the most de-
structive arsenals ever created in the
world’s history, I would say that any-
thing we can do to keep the lines of
communication open is a positive
move.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

THE ART OF (AND THE LACK
OF) COMMUNICATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. SWINDALL]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SWINDALL. I thank the Speak-
er.
Mr. Speaker, I am reminded, as I
complete my ninth consecutive month
in Congress, of one of the last cases
that I had before I took a leave of ab-
sence from my law practice to come to
this body.

There was a lady that came to my
office who wanted a divorce, but
before I talked with her about the di-
vorce I decided that it might be help-
ful if I found out if she had grounds
for divorce.

So I asked her if in fact she had
grounds, and she looked at me and
said, “Yes, as a matter of fact about an
acre and a half.”

I looked at her, and I said, “Perhaps
I am not communicating well. Let me
try again.”

I then asked her if she had a grudge,
and she looked, and she said, no, she
did not have a grudge, but she did
have a double carport.

I said, “Let me try this one more
time a little bit more to the point. I
said, “Does your husband beat you up
in the morning?"” She said, “No. Gen-
erally I get up earlier than he does.”

At that point I began to recognize I
was going to have to try a different
tack entirely, and I said, “Ma’am, let
me ask you, are you sure you really
want a divorce?” She said, “No. Actu-
ally I don’t want a divorce at all. It's
my husband who wants a divorce. He
contends that we have difficulty com-
municating.”

0O 2010

I believe this House of Representa-
tives, because of its actions over the
course of the last 9 months, has given
the American people reason to believe
that we have difficulty hearing them
and they have difficulty communicat-
ing with us, because in November of
1984 there was a resounding statement
made by the American people, and
that was they were fed up with deficit
spending and they wanted some type
of responsible course of action taken
by this House of Representatives.

I came into this body optimistic
that, finally, my colleagues were deter-
mined to do something about it. In the
last 9 months we have talked more
about South Africa than we have our
own budget. One of my colleagues
heard me make that statement earlier
today and was distraught over it and
came to me and said, “I am distraught
that you would attack South Africa
that way when in fact the deficit and
South Africa have nothing to do with
one another.” I said, “You misunder-
stand my point. I am not in any way
demeaning the issue of South Africa. I
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am simply saying that it tells you
something about the misplacement of
priorities when we cannot at least
spend as much time discussing how we
are going to address the deficit as we
have South Africa. South Africa is an
issue that, at best, we can marginally
affect. The deficit is something we
most certainly affect completely.”

Even if you ignore the fact that we
spend, in my judgment, far too little
time addressing the budget itself, I
think it is important to look at the
fact that we have no intention in this
body of following our own budget. If
we had any intention of following our
own budget, there would be no necessi-
ty for all of the arguments that I
heard during the 1-minute speeches
today about the impact of the Gramm-
Mack bill that I am here to talk about
tonight. I heard one of my colleagues
from Colorado come up with a fancy
chart that showed that the deficit
under the Reagan administration was
enormously larger than the deficit
under any other administration. She
attributed it to defense. I would like,
before I talk about the Gramm-Mack
bill, for just one moment to destroy
that myth once and for all.

I will grant you that we spend
money on defense that is being
wasted. But I will further state that
we are taking, I think, enormous and
extraordinary measures to make cer-
tain that we correct those mistakes.

But let us not blame the deficit that
we now have on either our President
or on the defense budget. In fact,
before coming here tonight, I picked
up a copy of the historical tables,
budget of the U.S. Government, pre-
pared by the Executive Office of the
President, Office of Management and
Budget. 1 picked it up because there
are some figures that I think are very,
very relevant to our discussion.

In 1961, our country appropriated
9.7 percent of our total GNP to de-
fense expenditures. That was 50.8 per-
cent, almost 51 percent of the total
budget. It spent at that time 8.8 per-
cent on nondefense or 47.8 percent of
the total budget.

In 1968 we spent 9.9 percent of our
gross national product on defense, 46
percent of the budget. We spent 11.6
percent on nondefense, in terms of
percentage of GNP, and 54 percent of
the total budget on nondefense.

In 1982 we spent 6.1 percent of GNP
on defense or 24.9 percent of the total
budget. That same year we spent 18.4
percent of the GNP on nondefense or
75 percent of the total budget.

In 1984, last year, we spent 5.9 per-
cent of gross national product on de-
fense, 26 percent of the budget.

I mention that because this body is a
master at comparing apples and or-
anges. It is all done with mirrors and
tricks, and I think the American
people are fed up with it.
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We all know that the only way you
can make any type of fair comparison
between different budgets is to look at
percentages of our total income. For
example, when I first graduated from
the University of Georgia, my first
apartment that I shared with three
other individuals cost less than $300 a
month. Today that same apartment
would undoubtedly cost closer to $700
a month in the same market. Does
that mean that my apartment expend-
itures and housing expenditres went
up? Of course it does. But the more
relevant question is: In terms of per-
centage of income, did it go up? And
chances are, you will find, as I found
in my own illustration, that it was
roughly the same. The percentage of
my income which was in 1975 $15,000
was about the same as it is today, in
terms of the percentage that Con-
gressmen make, and I think we make
$75,000 a year, and my housing here in
Washington costs about $1,500 a
month. So it is probably roughly the
same.

Let us use those same types of illus-
trations, though, to look at our de-
fense budget, and you will find that
the only way you can do it is to look at
the percentage of our entire income.

In 1961 we were spending 9.7 per-
cent. That was under the Kennedy ad-
ministration. In 1968, under the John-
son administration, we spent almost 10
percent of GNP on defense. It was 9.9
percent, 50 percent of the total
budget.

Now, let us look at President Rea-
gan’'s administration, in terms of de-
fense. In 1982, the first year that he
had any ability to affect that budget,
6.1 percent or 24 percent of the total
budget.

The next year it was 5.9 percent.

So in fact it is almost half, in terms
of what our total income was. And I
say that because it is obvious that if
we have a deficit that is now ap-
proaching $200 billion—in fact, it is
over $200 billion—a year, it cannot be
attributed to defense. If you look at
the other side of the ledger, though,
you can find very rapidly where it is
being accumulated.

Nondefense, under the Kennedy ad-
ministration, was 47.8 percent, almost
48 percent of the total budget.

Under the Johnson administration,
nondefense was 54 percent of the total
budget.

Under the Reagan administration, it
is 74 percent of the total budget.

Is it not interesting that the same
individuals that chastise our President
for this humongous defense buildup,
that we now find out in terms of rela-
tive comparison is substantially less
than it was under the Kennedy and
Johnson administrations, are now
criticizing our President for trying to
make cuts in the nondefense area, the
entitlement programs.

You cannot have it both ways.
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Let us look a little further. Another
individual came up today, in fact, sev-
eral people did, and I do not fault
them for it because I think it is prob-
ably a fair analysis, and they said that
under the Gramm-Mack amendment
that would force us to live by our
budget resolution, veterans would in-
evitably take it on the chin. I think
they are right. I think they will take it
on the chin along with every other
group that expects to get a cost-of-
living adjustment under the budget
that we set forth.

You see, our budget basically said
that we would “live by the following
guidelines.” Included in those guide-
lines were expenditures for veterans,
expenditures for Federal employees
and cost of living adjustments.

My question to my colleagues that
are concerned about those individuals
is: If we expect to live by the budget
that we passed in August, we really
need not be concerned about ever ad-
versely impacting the veterans or the
Federal employees or anyone else who
expects the cost of living adjustment
that was voted on by this body in our
budget.

The reason they are upset Iis,
though, they know good and well that
this body has no intention to live by
the budget. The tragedy of that is, we
use the budget process to manipulate
people into believing that we spend
their money responsibly. The bottom
line is, there has never been any inten-
tion by my colleagues or the majority
of my colleagues to live by those
budget figures. In fact, what they do
year after year after year is come
back, after understating the budget,
and then ask for supplemental appro-
priations.

We will never get a handle on the
deficit until we recognize that it is not
the budget that causes the deficit.
Rather, it is the appropriations proc-
ess. When we spend the money, that is
when we create the deficit. All in the
world that the Gramm-Mack bill says
is, we stated to the American people in
August, when we passed our budget,
that we would achieve a deficit of
$179.9 billion, substantially less than
the baseline, about $56 billion less
than the baseline. It was the first step
in a multistep process to ultimately
balance the budget.

All the Gramm-Mack bill says is:
Live by it. All it says is: Do not contin-
ue to defraud the American people by
parading these budget figures by them
one year and then coming in very de-
ceptively and supplementing that
budget.

O 2020

We just spent a good deal of time
and are continuing to spend time on
the farm bill. If my memory serves me
correctly, our budget said that we will
spend $18.9 billion this year on the
farm bill. I will guarantee you there is
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no intention to live within those guide-
lines. What they will do next year is
exactly what they did this year: They
will come back and supplement that
budget so that we, in essence, create
an even larger deficit.

I came here tonight to talk about
this subject because I can think of no
better time and no better place to ad-
dress the deficit than at the moment
that the Senate is going to vote to
raise the debt ceiling to $2 trillion-
plus. Many of you are probably think-
ing that it was not that long ago that
you remember a $1 trillion debt ceil-
ing. Well you are exactly correct. Five
years ago this body and the Senate
voted to raise the debt ceiling to $1
trillion. We are now doubling that be-
cause we have reached that point
where literally it begins to double
almost geometrically, if for no other
reason because of the interest load.
The interest load next year is estimat-
ed to be over 15 percent of the total
budget.

If you go back to the Johnson and
Kennedy years, you will find it was
closer to 6 percent. It will continue to
mushroom if we do not get a handle
on what is basically the debt to in-
crease. As my colleagues earlier point-
ed out, what is causing the debt to in-
crease are the deficits which are
caused by spending.

There was an interesting article re-
cently in the Wall Street Journal that
I think put its finger right on the
problem. They pointed out the fact
that the last time that we balanced
the budget, in 1969, we were spending
about 19.5 percent of what we all
earned. That is, 19.5 percent of GNP.
Today, we spend about 25 percent. If
you want to address the deficit situa-
tion, you must first understand what
causes it. What has caused it has not
been the tax cut. What has caused it
has been the continued increases in
spending, and certainly not the de-
fense spending.

The beauty of the Gramm-Mack bill
is that it does not get into specifics
with respect to how we must achieve
our deficit reduction targets. What it
does say is though if we cannot
present a plan, there will be a plan
that is already built into the Emergen-
cy Deficit Control Act that will simply
say this is the way it must be done. It
will force this body to finally do some-
thing.

Incidentally, by way of an aside, I
think it is right interesting that this
all had to start on the Senate side.
Many of you are probably wondering
why has not the House this year voted
to raise the debt ceiling? If the Senate
has it incumbent upon it to raise the
debt ceiling, must not the House also
act on it?

Well, the reason we do not have to
vote for it is another one of these
sleight-of-hands that has been built
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into the appropriations and budget
process. What happens is the day that
we vote for the continuing resolution
on the budget, we automatically raise
the debt ceiling. It does not take long
to figure out why we do it that way.
We do not want to face the American
people and vote up or down on raising
the debt ceiling. It is much easier to do
it in a clandestine fashion. To do it by
voting on your budget, and then auto-
matically letting the budget conform.

The Senate, on the other hand, at
least has the guts to come forth and
debate this issue. It is my hope and my
sincere desire that the Senate will in
fact adopt the Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act, or what I have been calling
the Gramm-Mack bill, because it will
finally, as my colleagues earlier stated,
bring to this body the opportunity to
decide if the budget process means
anything, and whether in fact they
have any intention whatsoever, any in-
tention whatsoever, to even move in
the direction of a balanced budget.

As I mentioned earlier, my col-
leagues came forth today ready to
heap the blame on President Reagan;
ready to heap the blame on anyone
but themselves. In reality, there is
only one body under our Constitution
that can even begin to address this
problem, and that is Congress. The
President can propose budgets but the
President cannot spend money. As I
mentioned earlier, there is a spending
process that causes the problem.

My colleague from Georgia [Mr.
GINGRICH] earlier pointed out, in I
thought a very graphic fashion, why
we have been unsuccessful thus far in
terms of the specifics of even moving
toward the direction of balancing the
budget. He used the example of our
own House budget. I would like to take
one of those illustrations, and that
was the illustration of the automatic
elevator, to give you new insights into
why we have deficits.

As we were debating, in fact it was in
this exact position that we were debat-
ing that vote, I had made the argu-
ment that the very minimum the
American people should expect from
Congress is that if we are going to con-
tinue to waste hours and hours and
hours talking about deficit reduction,
the very least we could do is set a per-
sonal example. What better place than
in our own House budget? Certainly
what better place than on the vote to
add 5 automatic elevator operators;
nonessential employees.

At that point, a lady from Ohio
stood and asked me if she could
counter me on that point, and I said I
would be happy if she did. She went
into a diatribe about defense waste
and waste and fraud in the defense
budget. I looked at her and I said, “It
seems to me that we are comparing
apples and oranges.” What does waste
in defense have to do with whether or
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not we hire automatic elevator opera-
tors?

I think that right there is the es-
sence of the problem. This group of in-
dividuals are so accustomed to divert-
ing attention from the real problem
that sometimes I think, in all sinceri-
ty, they cannot see the problem, But I
do have a whole new understanding of
why we have this unprecedented defi-
cit. That is this: Apparently at least a
majority of the Members of this body
believe that it is encumbent on them,
as encumbent Members of this House,
every time they find waste and abuse
and fraud in any aspects of the
budget, to duplicate it elsewhere. Once
you understand that mentality, you
will begin to understand why we have
had absolutely no success whatsoever
in addressing the probem of deficit re-
duction.

The Gramm-Mack bill would essen-
tially not only address 1986, but it
would also address 1987, 1988, 1989,
1990 and 1991. I would suggest to you
that unless we gradually move in the
direction of balancing the budget, we
will never have a balanced budget. I
for one have cosponsored a number of
bills that would constitutionally man-
date a balanced budget. In addition to
that, I have offered my own bill that
would cause a constitutional require-
ment to balance the budget. In fact,
the bill that I have sponsored is very
similar to the Gramm-Mack bill in
that it requires it to be done over a 5-
year period of time.

The reason that I am supporting the
Gramm-Mack bill at this point is that
it is fairly obvious that irrespective of
how many individuals in this country
want a balanced budget amendment,
they are not likely to see one in time
to address the real problem. I do not
think we can afford to wait 4 or 5
more years. I just mentioned that we
just had the national debt double in
the last 5 years, I suspect that it will
double once again in the next 5 years,
and then again and again, and again.
We cannot afford the interest load on
that. We will soon have the interest
load in our budget literally exceeding
any other aspect of the budget. Now it
is 15 percent of the budget, the de-
fense is slightly over 25 percent of the
budget.
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At the rate we are going, it will soon
cost us more to pay interest than it
does to defend this country, one of the
first and foremost purposes of govern-
ment.

The Gramm bill would simply say
that in 1986 you must meet the deficit
reduction target that you have already
said you want to meet. Why in the
world would anybody be upset about
that? Why do we not simply vote for
it?

By the same token, it says that for
the next 3 or 4 years you must reduce
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by $36 billion per year until you level
out in 1991 with a balanced budget.

I suspect that the real reason we are
seeing all of this concern and conster-
nation about balancing the budget is
this. I suspect my colleagues recognize
that the real power of the House of
Representatives is not in the various
votes that we make that you see to-
taled up here on the board, but rather
it is in the power of the Appropria-
tions Committee and the Rules Com-
mittee, because the way this House op-
erates is that each bill goes into the
appropriation process; that is, for
spending money, and then the Appro-
priations Committee will pair off vari-
ous spending measures. They will put
in a dash of something that I could
support and then a dash of something
that I cannot support in the hope that
by the time the whole package comes
together individuals like myself will be
confronted with a dilemma that quite
simply they must vote for something
say like Social Security, but they do
not want necessarily to vote for some-
thing else that we think is wasteful
spending.

Well, you might say to yourself, if
that is the case, why not simply
amend the bill so that you do not have
to vote for what you disagree with.

For example, there was a recent sup-
plemental bill that had the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, with which I totally
disagree; it is the biggest boondoggle
that probably ever has been perpetrat-
ed upon the American people, and it
was mixed in with Contra funding,
which I happen to agree with com-
pletely. I ultimately had to vote
against the bill because I just simply
could not bring myself to vote for the
Legal Services Corporation and, re-
grettably, because of the rule that was
passed in the Rules Committee and
then passed here in the House we were
not even allowed to amend it in any
way.

They understand that under a bal-
anced-budget procedure we would
then begin to have to be fiscally re-
sponsible and eventually the Appro-
priations Committee and the Rules
Committee would lose their power or
at least a part of it.

I suspect they are also a little bit
concerned because they recognize the
fact that the American people are be-
ginning to bring a great deal of pres-
sure on deficit reduction. They are
tired of people talking about it and
then not voting consistently with it; so
obviously, if they can ever avoid
having to have the vote even come on
the floor of the House, they can avoid
that ultimate embarrassment, and we
ought to be used to that by now, be-
cause if you will recall, a lot of people
have talked about a line item veto.
They say that a line-item veto would
allow the President, who is being
blamed for this deficit anyway, to at
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least be able to go through and line
item out those segments of any appro-
priation bill with which he differs.

Their smokescreen argument is that
that is unconstitutional, that it would
be an imbalance of power.

I would like to ask a question. How
in the world can it be unconstitutional
to give a President the power to do
something with a sledge hammer that
he cannot do with a scalpel?

You understand, the President may
at any time veto an entire appropria-
tion bill. He simply may not go in and
take one line item with which he dif-
fers. If it is constitutional, which clear-
ly it is, because it expressly so states in
our Constitution, for the President to
veto an entire package, it must neces-
sarily and logically follow that it is
equally constitutional for him to be
able to veto any line item.

What is even more interesting under
the bill proposed by my friend and col-
league, Senator MAcK MATTINGLY of
Georgia, it would only be on a 2-year
trial basis. Every 2 years the two
bodies, the House and the Senate,
must once again approve it and the
President must sign it. It is the same
basic argument.

My colleagues do not want the
American people to know what kind of
waste and fraud and what-have-you we
are basically perpetrating through this
appropriation process, that it literally
takes five accountants to go through
to figure out what we spent money on.

Can you imagine what would happen
if suddenly the President came in and
was able to line item off some of the
extraordinary measures, the pork
barrel that we see all the time, and
then we had to once again come into
this body and vote and then every
one’'s name on this big board would
show whether they are for or against
that pork barrel? I suspect we would
begin to see the total elimination of
pork barrel, which would ultimately
lend or lead to the total elimination of
deficits.

In conclusion, I think that it is fairly
obvious that this week may well be a
very historic week. It will be a week
where we have an opportunity to basi-
cally look squarely into the eyes of our
constituents and say that when we ran
in November of 1984 for election to
this body, promising that we would do
something about the deficit, that we
were not misleading those people, that
we would come into this body and vote
consistently with those promises.

I have yet to meet a single individual
that has told me that they were elect-
ed promising deficit spending, so this
is their opportunity.

Even more important, though, will
be the issue of whether we even vote
on that issue. One of the great trage-
dies of the way the House does busi-
ness is that many of the most relevant
and burning issues of our time are
never even debated on the floor of the
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House. They are never debated be-
cause they understand that the Ameri-
can people in fact want something
that is vastly different than what this
House is doing.

It is very apparent that we are
having a great deal of difficulty, the
American people are, in communicat-
ing with the Members of this House.

I hope and I pray that this week, not
for our sakes so much as for our chil-
dren and their children’s sake, this
Congress will at least for once show
the intestinal fortitude to vote for the
Emergency Deficit Control Act, so

that by 1991 we will see once and for
all a balanced budget.

QUITTING THE WORLD COURT
DRIVES A STAKE INTO THE
HEART OF THE RULE OF LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LEAcH] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
the announcement today by the ad-
ministration of its decision to termi-
nate U.S. acceptance of the compulso-
ry jurisdiction of the International
Court of Justice must be considered
troubling for a society committed to
the rule of law.

The most fundamental issues of
world politics today are, in the first in-
stance, how we contain and constrain
weapons of mass destruction, and in
the second, how we can best advance
the rule of law. To refuse any longer
to submit political disputes to the
World Court and abide by arbitration
decisions of that body is to drive a
stake into the heart of the rule of law.
It symbolizes a retreat from post-
World War II U.S. commitments to
international law and international or-
ganizations.

The administration appears, by
choice, to have abandoned the high
ground and decided to advance foreign
policy objectives on a lower playing
field. By quitting the Court, the ad-
ministration has joined the mob that
political philosophers since Hobbes
and Locke have defined as a state of
nature. Civilized society requires law
and third party arbitration. Rules
without judges are meaningless. They
stimulate uncivilized behavior and in
the nuclear age jeopardize civilization
itself.

Adherence to the rule of law should
be the touchstone that distinguishes
democracies from politically repressive
systems of the left and right. We
should never, by our disdain for inter-
national law, give totalitarian and au-
thoritarian societies excuses for ra-
tionalizing acts of terrorism or other
illegal conduct.

Few governments have armies that
can stand up to the awesome military
capabilities of the nuclear powers. But
in the area of terrorism small auto-
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cratic states can compete on equal,
and in some cases stronger, footing be-
cause acts of a terrorist nature are
usually less acceptable in democratic
societies. Accordingly, democratic gov-
ernments like our own have a vested
interest in conforming their foreign
policies as pristinely as possible to
international law.

The administration’s decision today
lowers the United States to the level
of international scofflaw. If the
United States cannot fight by the rule
of law, our Government must protect
our national interest by relying more
exclusively on the premise that might
makes right, that military power
rather than adherence to law advances
best America's values.

Today'’s decision cannot be viewed in
a vacuum. It must be appraised
against the backdrop of other deci-
sions by the administration to with-
draw from the jurisdiction of the
World Court in cases involving Central
America, to torpedo the Law of the
Sea Treaty, to abandon UNESCO, and
to stand increasingly alone, voting
“no" without support from friend or
foe on any number of issues before the
United Nations and its affiliated agen-
cies.

The ideological wagons appear to be
drawing in a tighter and tighter circle
around the White House. Neither the
views of Congress nor a decent respect
for the opinions of mankind seem to
matter.

Unfortunately legal isolationism is
not an abstract concern. It could not
more ill-suit the times nor ill-suit his-
tory. The reality is that the United
States will never again claim as great a
percentage of the world's economic
and military might as it did at the end
of World War II. Security in the 20th
century cannot be unilaterally
achieved. It cannot be realized by
building walls around our country, by
turning away from international
organs of cooperation, and relying on
arms to press our will on others.

Security in the 20th century de-
mands a credible defensive capability,
but in the final measure it also de-
mands a decent respect for the rule of
law. An ethnocentric foreign policy
that narrows international law is out
of sync with reality. It is expensive,
spiraling the arms race. A foreign
policy that advances the rule of law is
not only saner; it is cheaper than
“Fortress America" isolationism.

Accordingly, with the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. SEIBERLING] and the
gentleman from New York [Mr.
McHucH] I have today introduced a
resolution deploring the administra-
tion’s cavalier decision to uproot four
decades of American foreign policy.
Senator HaTrIELD has introduced simi-
lar legislation in the other body. I urge
my colleagues to give it their most se-
rious consideration.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. RINALDO (at the request of Mr.
MicHEL), for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. McCanDLESS (at the request of
Mr. MicHeL), for today and Tuesday,
on account of attendance at the Inter-
national Monetary Fund Conference
in Seoul, Korea.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the
legislative program and any special
orders heretofore entered, was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STrRANG) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material):

Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today

Mr. LeacH of Iowa, for 60 minutes,
today

Mr. SwinpaLL, for 60 minutes, today

Mr. Macg, for 60 minutes, on Octo-
ber 8.

Mr. Purserr, for 60 minutes, on Oc-
tober 8.

Mr. PasHAYAN, for 60 minutes, on
October 8.

Mr. IrELAND, for 5 minutes, on Octo-
ber 9.

Mr. EckerT of New York, for 5 min-
utes, on October 9.

Mr. Suwnpquist, for 60 minutes, on
QOctober 10.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ray) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
materials:)

Mr. ANnNUNzIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PEasE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Ray, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. WEeiss, for 30 minutes, on Octo-
ber 8.

Mr. Peasg, for 5 minutes, on October
. PEASE, for 5 minutes, on October
. Peasg, for 5 minutes, on October

. OeeY, for 60 minutes, on Octo-

: OseY, for 60 minutes, on Octo-

. OeeYy, for 60 minutes, on Octo-

. OBEY, for 60 minutes, on Octo-

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission
to revise and extend remarks was
granted to:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. FUSTER, prior to the vote on the
Emerson amendment to H.R. 2100, in
the Committee of the Whole, today.

Mr. BEREUTER, preceding the vote on
the Tauke amendment to H.R. 2100, in
the Committee of the Whole, today.

Mr. TraxirEr, following the rolleall
vote on the beekeeper indemnity
amendment offered by Mr. FrRANK to
H.R. 2100 in the Committee of the
Whole, today.

Mr. BEREUTER, preceding the vote on
the Badham amendment to H.R. 2100,
in the Committee of the Whole, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. STranc) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. NieLsonw of Utah.

Mr. ConTE in two instances.

Mr. OXLEY.

Mr. GEKAS.

Mr. BartoN of Texas in four in-
stances.

Mr. GaLro in four instances.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. CRANE.

Mr. DornNaN of California.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO in two instances.

Mr. COURTER.

Mr. HYDE.

Mr. KOLEE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ray) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SoraRz in two instances.:

Mr. ANDERSON in 10 instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in 10 instances.

Mr. HAMILTON.

Mr. BrownN of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. ANNUNZIO in six instances.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. BoNEr of Tennessee in five in-
stances.

Mr. YATRON.

Mr. GARrcIA in three instances.

Mr. NATCHER,

Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. FAUNTROY.

Mr. CoLEMAN of Texas.

Mr. WIRTH in two instances.

Mr. MARTINEZ.

Mr. LELAND.

Mr. BOLAND.

Mr. TORRES.

Mr. Mi1LLeR of California.

Mr. DownNEY of New York.

Mr. Bonior of Michigan.

Mr. WILLIAMS.

Mrs. BoGas.

Mr. MaTsvu1 in two instances.

Mr. DyMALLY in two instances.

Mr. CoYNE.

Mr. RobiNo.

Mr. ACKERMAN in two instances.

Mrs. BOXER.

Mr. HUBBARD.

Mr. LEHMAN of California.

Mr. ToRRICELLI in two instances.
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SENATE BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTIONS REFERRED

Bills and joint resolutions of the
Senate of the following titles were
taken from the Speaker’s table and,
under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 274. An act to provide for the national
security by allowing access to certain Feder-
al criminal history records; the committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

S.J. Res. 97. Joint resolution designating
the Study Center for Traumsa and Emergen-
cy Medical Systems at the Maryland Insti-
tute for Emergency Medical Services Sys-
tems at the University of Maryland as the
National Study Center for Trauma and
Emergency Medical Systems; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

8.J. Res. 150, Joint resolution to designate
the month of March 1986 as “National He-
mophilia Month"; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

S.J. Res. 174. Joint resolution to designate
November 18, 1985, as "“Eugene Ormandy
Appreciation Day”; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that the committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a joint resolution
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.J. Res. 393. Joint resolution to provide
for the temporary extension of certain pro-
grams relating to housing and community
development, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit-
tee on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the follow-
ing day present to the President, for
his approval, a bill of the House of the
following title:

On October 3, 1985:

H.R. 2475. An act to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to simplify the im-
puted interest rules of sections 1274 and
483, and for other purposes,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o'clock and 43 minutes
p.m.) the House adjourned until Tues-
day, October 8, 1985, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE CgIB‘Eg{UNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:
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2097. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification of the Department of the
Army’s proposed Letter Offer to Turkey for
defense articles, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 133b
(96 Stat. 1288); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

2098. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptrol-
ler), transmitting a listing of contract award
dates for the period November 1, 1985 to
December 31, 1985, pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
139(b); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

2099. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense, transmitting notice
that the Department of the Air Force in-
tends to exclude the clause concerning ex-
amination of records by the Comptroller
General from a proposed contract with the
Ministry of Defense of the United Kingdom
for the acquisition of the Rapier Missile
System for a cooperative air base point de-
fense program for selected bases in Turkey,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2313(c); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

2100. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Home Loan Bank Board, transmitting the
annual report of operations for 1984, pursu-
ant to the act of July 22, 1932, chapter 522,
section 17(b) (69 Stat. 640); to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

2101. A letter from the Interagency Com-
mittee on Cigarette and Little Cigar PFire
Safety, transmitting a report on the techni-
cal and commercial feasibility and economic
impact of developing cigarettes and little
cigars with a minimum propensity to ignite
furniture and mattresses, pursuant to 15
U.8.C. 2054 nt; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

2102. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, transmitting notification
that El Salvador has been added as a poten-

tial participant in proposed antiterrorism
assistance to a foreign country, pursuant to
FAA, section 5T4(a)(1) (97 Stat. 872); to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2103. A letter from the Director, Defense

Security Assistance Agency, transmitting
notification of the Department of the
Army's proposed Letter of Offer to Turkey
for defense articles, pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(b); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

2104. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered
into by the United States, pursuant to 1
U.S8.C. 112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

2105. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary of State for Legislative and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, transmitting a report on
the political contributions by Joseph Ghou-
gassian, of California, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the State of
Qatar, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(bX2); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2106. A letter from the Commissioner of
Examinations, Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, transmitting a copy of the
order granting defector status in the case of
an alien who has been found admissible to
the United States, pursuant to INA, section
212(a)28)(1)XiiXb) (66 Stat. 182); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

2107. A letter from the Jewish War Veter-
ans, U.S.A., National Memorial, Inc., trans-
mitting the report and financial audit for
fiscal year ended March 31, 1985, pursuant

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

to Public Law 88-504, section 3 (36 U.S.C.
1103); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2108. A letter from the Under Secretary
for International Affairs and Commodity
Programs, Department of Agriculture;
transmitting a global assessment of food
production and needs, and planned pro-
gramming of food assistance for fiscal year
1986, pursuant to the act of July 10, 1954,
chapter 469, section 408(b) (91 Stat. 552; 94
Stat. 2246; E. O. 11963); jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Agriculture and Foreign Affairs.

2109. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting a report entitled: “Reviews of the
Audits of the Financial Statements of the
National Credit Union Administration’s Op-
erating and Share Insurance Funds for the
Year Ended September 30, 1983"”, pursuant
to 31 U.8.C. 9106(a); jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Government Operations and Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs.

2110. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the Strategic Petroleum Reserve:
“An Overview of its Development and Use
in the Event of an Oil Supply Disruption”
(GAO/RCED-85-134; September 30, 1985);
jointly, to the Committees on Government
Operations and Energy and Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS., Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Federal Enforcement of
Textile and Apparel Import Quotas (Report
99-305). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr.
Gexras, Mr. Epwarps of California,
Mr. BermaN, Mr. BoucHER, Mr.
BRYANT, Mr. RobpiNo, Mr. F1sH, and
Mr. McCoLLuM):

H.R. 3511. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to certain bribery
and related offenses; to the Committee on
Judiciary.

By Mr. BIAGGIL

H.R. 3512. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to authorize the
President to enter into reciprocal agree-
ments for health care services furnished to
medicare beneficiaries outside the United
States; jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means, and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. CONTE (for himself and Mr.
BARNES):

H.R. 3513. A bill authorizing the President
of the United States to present a gold medal
to Sargent Shriver, and authorizing the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to sell bronze dupli-
cates of that medal; to the Committee on
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. DYMALLY (for himself and
Mr. Brown of California):

H.R. 3514. A bill to establish a U.S. Design
Council within the Department of Com-
merce; jointly, to the Committees on Seci-
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ence and Technology, and Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. WYLIE (for himself, Mr. St
GERMAIN, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CARPER, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr. CooPER, Mr. DREIER
of California, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr.
FRaNK, Mr. GoNzAaLEz, Mr. GORDON,
Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
KoLsg, Mr. LaFALcE, Mr. Leacr of
Iowa, Mr. LEuMmaN of California, Mr.
Levin of Michigan, Mr. McCoLLUM,
Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. McMILLAN, Mr.
NeLsoN of Florida, Ms. OAKAR, Mr.
Parris, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. WRIGHT, Mr.
MicHEL, Mr. LotT, Mr. LAGOMARSINO,
Mr. CuHenNEY, Mr. Lewis of Califor-
nia, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. BROOM-
FIELD, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. CONTE, Mr.
Craic, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. FRENZEL,
Mr. GinGricH, Mr. GRADISON, Mr.
Hype, Mr. IrELAND, Mr. Kasicr, Mr.
McCain, Mr. McEwewn, and Mr.
SAXTON):

H.R. 3515. A bill to eliminate foreign pred-
atory export credit practices, establish a
tied aid credit facility, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. FAUNTROY:

H.R. 3516. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Self-Government and Govern-
mental Reorganization Act to facilitate the
issuance of bonds and notes by the District
of Columbia, and to authorize a formula-
based annual Federal payment to the Dis-
trict; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. FRANK:

H.R. 3517. A bill to amend title 3 of the
United States Code to authorize the Secre-
tary of State to provide protection for for-
eign diplomats in the United States in ex-
traordinary circumstance; to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R. 3518. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code to allow the transporta-
tion and mailing of material concerning lot-
teries authorized by State law, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on the
Judiciary and Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. KASICH:

H.R. 3519. A bill to provide access to crimi-
nal history record information for national
security purposes for the Department of De-
fense, the Office of Personnel Management,
or the Central Intelligence Agency; jointly,
to the Committees on Armed Services, Post
Office and Civil Service, the Judiciary, and
the Permanent Select Committees on Intel-
ligence.

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mr.
BartoN of Texas, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
BARTLETT, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. BEREU-
TER, Mr. BLiLey, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
BourTeEr, Mr. BrowN of Colorado,
Mr. BroyHILL, Mr. BurToN of Indi-
ana, Mr. CampBELL, Mr. CHANDLER,
Mr. CHENEY, Mr. CLINGER, Mr.
Cosey, Mr. CoBLE, Mr. CoLEMAN of
Missouri, Mr. Comeest, Mr. CouGH-
LiN, Mr. CourTER, Mr. CraiG, Mr.
Daus, Mr. DeLay, Mr, DEWINE, Mr.
DroGuarpi, Mr. DorNAN of Califor-
nia, Mr. Epwarps of Oklahoma, Mr.
FaweLL, Ms. FieoLer, Mr. FIeLDs,
Mr. FisH, Mr. FRANKLIN, Mr. FREN-
ZEL, Mr. GarLro, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
GoODLING, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. GROTBERG, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. HENRY, Mr.
Hopkins, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HYDE,
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Mrs. JonnsoN, Mr. KasicH, Mr.
Kemp, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
LacoMARSINO, Mr. LaTTA, Mr. LEWIS
of California, Mr. LicHTrOOT, MTI.
LiviNngsTON, Mr. LOEFFLER, Mr. LOTT,
Mr. LuJan, Mr. McCaiN, Mr.
McCanpLEss, Mr. McCorrum, MTr.
McEwEN, Mr. McEKErNAN, Mr.
McKINNey, Mr. McMiLLAN, Mrs.
MarTIN of Illinois, Mr. MicHEL, Mr.
Miuter of Ohio, Mr. MirLLer of
Washington, Mr. MonsoN, Mr.
MooRrHEAD, Mr. NieLson of Utah, Mr.
OxLEY, Mr. PARR1S, Mr. PURsSELL, Mr.
QUILLEN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. RITTER, Mr.
RoEMER, Mr. RoGers, Mr. RoTH, Mrs.
RoukeEMA Mr. Rowranp of Connecti-
cut, Mr. Rupp, Mr. SaxTtoN, Mr.
ScHAEFER, Mrs. ScCHNEIDER, Mr.
ScHUETTE, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
SHAw, Mr. SiLJanDEr, Mr. DENNY
SmitH, Mr. Smita of New Hamp-
shire, Ms, SNowEe, Mr. STANGELAND,
Mr. StrANG, Mr. SuNDQUIST, Mr.
SwinNpaLL, Mr. TAuxke, Mr. TAvzIN,
Mr. VanNDER JacT, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mr. WALKER, Mr. WEBER, Mr. WORT-
LEY, Mr. WyYLIE, Mr. ZsScHAU, Mr.
LunGreN, Mr. TavLor, and Mr.
Lowery of California):

H.R. 3520. A bill to require a graduated re-
duction of the Federal budget deficit, to bal-
ance the budget, to establish emergency
procedures to avoid deficit overages, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Government Operations, and Rules.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.J. Res. 415. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that appropria-
tions made by the United States shall not
exceed its revenues, except in time of war or
a national emergency declared by the Con-
gress; and to provide for the systematic re-
payment of the national debt; to the Com-
mittee on Judiciary.

By Mr. LOWERY of California:

H.J. Res. 416. Joint resolution disapprov-
ing the deferral of certain budget authority
for the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions,

By Mr. FORD of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. Sunia, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mr.
PERKINS, Mr. DAscHLE, Mr. DWYER
of New Jersey, Mr. Haves, Mr.
HorTOoN, Mr. Lantos, Mr. FOWLER,
Mr. FoLEY, Mr. DINGELL, Mr, HENRY,
Mr. Waxman, Mrs. CoLLIiNs, Mr.
OweNs, Mr. Howarp, Mr. MaTsvur,
Mr. AwnpeErsoN, Mr. Davus, Mr.
McKEerNAN, Mr. DE LA GaRza, Mr.
FrANK, Mr. Rog, Mr. DyMALLY, Mr.
MorrisoN of Connecticut, Mr. SMITH
of Florida, Mr. CRoCcKETT, Mr. Bou-
CHER, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. KILDEE, MT.
FusTER, Mr. Younc of Missouri, Mr.
MurpHY, Mr. RaHaLL, Mr. BERMAN,
Mr. CoremaNn of Missouri, Mr.
GiILMAN, Mr. Gaypos, Mr. ATKINS,
Mr. SoLARz, Mr. FuQua, Mr. LAFALCE,
Mr. CrLaY, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. MOOR-
HEAD, Ms. KapTur, Mr. Rosg, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. Saso, Mr. WEAavER, Mr.
ConveERs, Mr. Jones of Oklahoma,
Mr. Weiss, Mr. Levin of Michigan,
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. PANETTA, Mr.
WiLLiaMSs, Mrs. BurTon of Califor-
nia, Mr. Ropivo, Mr. pE LuGo, Mr.
SavaGe, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. HOYER,
and Mr. BIAGGI):

H. Con. Res. 207. Concurrent resolution to
recognize the 20th anniversary of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 and reaffirm
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its purpose; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.
By Mr. LEACH of Iowa (for himself,
Mr. SEIBERLING, and Mr. McHUGH):
H. Con. Res. 208. Concurrent resolution
deploring the intention of the United States
to withdraw from the compulsory jurisdici-
ton of the World Court; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were added to public bills and res-
olutions as follows:

H.R. 431: Mr. WYLIE.

H.R. 844: Mrs. SmitH of Nebraska, Mr.
BurTtoN of Indiana, Mr. BARNES, Mr. CROCK-
ETT, Mr. MoNsoN, Mr. Hutto, and Mr. CHAN-
DLER.

H.R. 1188: Mr. RowLanD of Connecticut.

H.R. 1207: Mr. RoE.

H.R. 1569: Mr. WoLreE, Mr. Lowry of
Washington, Mr. CooPERr, and Mr. FEIGHAN.

H.R. 1684: Mr. Nierson of Utah, Mr.
Fazio, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. SwIFT, Mr. SILJAN-
pEr, Mr. DeLay, Mr. BurtoN of Indiana,
Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois, and Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 1760; Mr. COBEY,

H.R. 2342: Mr. MarTINEZ and Mr. LEVIN of
Michigan.

H.R. 2424: Mr. MRAZEK.

H.R. 2440: Mr. BEvIiLL, Mr. PANETTA, and
Mr. SHUMWAY.

H.R. 2549: Mr. HUBBARD.

H.R. 2557: Mr. LELanND, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
MaTsul, and Mr. ATKINS.

H.R. 2685: Mr. SUNIA.

H.R. 2743: Mr. FricHAN, Mr. Weiss, Mr.
EDGAR, Mr. MINETA, and Mr. SAVAGE.

H.R. 2854: Mr. SoLArz, Mr. MyYERs of Indi-
ana, and Mr. UpaLL.

H.R. 2866: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R. 2907: Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. NicHOLS,
Mr. Frost, Mr. Rosg, Mr. LEviNn of Michi-
gan, Mr. Fascerr, and Mr. Jones of North
Carolina.

H.R. 3042: Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. RICHARDSON,
Mr. DownNey of New York, Mr. Boner of
Tennessee, Mr. DyMaLLy, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr.
Leuman of Florida, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. GRAY
of Pennsylvania, Mr. WiLLiAMs, Mr. RANGEL,
and Mr. MATSUT.

H.R. 3078: Mr. MARTINEZ.

H.R. 3132: Mr. PorTER and Mr. DownNEY of
New York.

H.R. 3263: Mr. SoLarz and Mr. WE1ss.

H.R. 3296. Mrs. MevERs of Kansas.

H.R. 3357: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. BLILEY, and
Mr. CoBEY.

H.R. 3371: Mr. GiNcRIcH, and Mr. WHITE-
HURST.

H.R. 3420: Mr. LicHTFOOT, Mr. KINDNESS,
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SILJANDER, and Mr. WoRT-

LEY.

H.R. 3438: Ms. KarTUR, Mr. BoLAND, and
Mr. RoTH.

H.J. Res. 122: Mr. Marsui, Mr. Levin of
Michigan, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. GILMAN,
Ms. Oaxar, Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, Mr.
Jacoes, Mr. LicHTroOT, Mr. GROTBERG, Mr.
Jerrorps, Mr. HerTEL of Hawalii, and Mr.
MANTON.

H.J. Res. 127: Mr. WoRrTLEY, Mr. CrocK-
ETT, Mr. LELAND, Mr. MorRr1soN of Connecti-
cut, and Mr. TORRICELLI,

H.J. Res. 313: Mr. OXLEY.

H.J. Res. 322: Mr. Levine of California.

H.J. Res. 333: Mr. OweNs, Mr. ENGLISH,
Mr. RoBerTS, Mr. CARPER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr.
SILJANDER, Mr. SpeEnNce, Mr. TALLON, Mr.
DerrIcK, Mr. REIp, Mr. MazzoLr, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. YATEsS, Mr.
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CoyYNE, Mr. FRANKLIN, Mr. Evans of Iowa,
Mr. BoucHER, Mr. FrReNzEL, Mr. HATCHER,
Mr. Younc of Alaska, Mr. STRaNG, Mr. DICK-
INsOoN, Mr. ManTtoN, Mr. SaxTtoN, Mr.
FLor10, Mr. Gray of Illinois, and Mr. ScHU-
MER.

H.J. Res.
WEIss.

H.J. Res. 363: Mr. GExkas and Mrs. MARTIN
of Illinois.

H.J. Res. 381: Mr. DEWINE and Mr. REID.

H.J. Res. 386: Mr. DorcaNn of North
Dakota, Mr. CourTER, Mr. Rubp, Mr. CoBey,
Mr. WorTLEY, Mr, WEIss, Mr. ARKAKA, Mr.
Gray of Illinois, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. RITTER, Mr. CRANE, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr.
NATCHER, Mr. SorLoMmoN, Mr. PENNY, Mr.
LeATH of Texas, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. UpaLL, Mr.
Hutro, Mrs. MArRTIN of Illinois, Mr. FuQua,
Mr. BRoOMFIELD, Mr. Younc of Florida, Mr.
CHAPPELL, Mr. KasicH, Mr. WyLIE, Mr. MoR-
ri1soN of Washington, and Mr. STARK.

H.J. Res. 407: Mr. ManNTON, Mr. MURPHY,
Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PORTER,
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. DYSON,
Mr. UparLL, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr.
FRENZEL, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr.
BonNEr of Tennessee, Mr. JoNes of North
Carolina, Mr. WoRrTLEY, Mr. Cray, Mrs.
BurToN of California, Mr. HorTON, Mr.
Davs, Mr. WErss, Mr. ScHEUErR, Mr. FEr-
GHAN, Mr. Gagrcia, Mr. Parris, Mr. BEVILL,
and Mr. LeviN of Michigan.

H. Con. Res, 15: Mr. CHANDLER.

H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. PARRIS.

H. Con. Res. 176: Mr. Stark, Mr. Haves,
Mr. MiTcHELL, Mr. DascHLE, Mr. MATSUI,
Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. GILMAN.

H. Con. Res. 194: Mr. WoRTLEY, Mr. SHUM-
WAY, Mr. WEBER, and Mr. COBEY.

H. Con. Res. 201: Mr. REcuLA, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. JEFFORDS,
Mr. BRYANT, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. GArcia, Mr.
TALLON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. La-
FaLce, Mr. SoLarz, Mr. EckART of Ohio, Mr.
Younc of Missouri, Mr. RaNGEL, Mr. CHaP-
PELL, Mr. ScHUMER, Mrs. BENTLEY., Mr.
Fazio, Mr. McCain, Mr. LuJan, Mr. Stac-
GERS, Mr. SmiTH of Florida, and Mr. Con-
YERS.

H. Res. 76: Mrs. MarTIN of Illinois, Mr.
BARNES, Mr., DEWINE, Mr. ToRRICELLI, Mr.
ScHEUER, and Mr. WEBER.

H. Res. 154: Mr. TAUKE.

H. Res. 180: Mr. DELaY, Mr. LIGHTFOOT,
Mr. Dreier of California, Mr. MOORHEAD,
Mrs. BENTLEY, and Mr. BOULTER.

H. Res. 194: Mr. MaNTON, Mr. MOORE, Mr.
PEPPER, and Mr. LEvINE of California.

H. Res. 260: Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. GINGRICH,
Mr. WEBER, and Mr. HUGHES.

H. Res. 277: Mr. DeLay, Mr. HuNTER, Mr.
Rupp, Mr. BurtoN of Indiana, and Mr.
GINGRICH.

350: Mr. Jerrorps and Mr.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon-
sors were deleted from public bills and
resolutions as follows:

H.J. Res. 313: Mr. WHITEHURST.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti-
tions and papers were laid on the
clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

227. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Dawson County Commissioners Court,
Lamesa, TX, relative to the Fair Labor
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Standards Act; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

228. Also, petition of Milan Horacek,
Bonn, Federal Republic of Germany, rela-
tive to nuclear testing; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

229. Also, petition of Peter J. Cojanis,
Washington, DC, relative to the right to pe-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

tition the Congress; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

26483

H.R. 3008

By Mr. LUNGREN:

—Page 13, after line 17, add the following:

(5) Any differential (or portion of a differ-
ential) identified under subsection (b)}1)
which cannot be accounted for by the appli-
cation of job-content and economic analyses
shall be presumed to be the result of labor
market supply and demand factors.
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